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BEBE 
TO THE 


QUEEN, 


Mayan, 


He Book, before which I pre- 
ſume to fix Your Royal Name, 
being the Product of ſome 

> Hours defalke from Your Majeſties 

Service,and the Sub ject of it Polemi. 

cal, ſee me for ſome time at diſpute 

with my (elf, whether I ſhould ler ic 
venture to knock at Your Clolet- 

Door. Your Early Preventing the aun 

to praile your Creator, and Conſtant 

Retirements from the Tumules of the 

> World (which I cou'd wiſh were as 

much imitated as they are admired ) 
to Dane Your Soul by Prayer with 

A 2 Fim 


ae 


TO THE 


QUEEN, 


Mana, 


He Book, before which I pre- 
ſume to fix Your Royal Name, 
being the Product of ſome 

Hours defalkt from Your Majeſties 
Service,and the Subject of it Polemi. 
cal, (et me for lome time at diſpute 
with my (elf, whether I hould let it 
venture to knock at Your Cloſet- 
Door. Your Early Preventing the oun 
to praile your Creator, and Conſtant 
Retirements from the Tumules of the 
World (which 1 cou'd wiſh were as 
much imitated as they are admired ) 
to Une Your Soul by Prayer with 
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Epiſtle Dedicatory. 


Him, and eſtabliſh it in that perfect 
Peace, which can only be enjoyed 
in becoming One Spirit with Him, 
made me judg ſome Treatiſe of Di- 
vine Lowe (which might miniſter 
matter to the Sacred Fite, that burns 
continually upon the Altar of Tour 
Heart) would ſuit much better with 
that Better Part, which you have cho- 
{cen with Mary, than a Book of Con- 
Iroverſy. Here then my thoughts 
were at a ſtand, how to make my 
Addreſs without Offence ; And [ 
was ready to complain with Martha, 
that I was [-ft alone; when that Ad- 
mirable Mixture ot Clemency and 
Zeal, which dupoſes Your Heroick 
Mind, not only to forgive Offences 
of this Nature; but to eſteem and 
cheriſh them as Piorrszconvinc'd me, 
I muſt be pnilty of a greater Treſ- 
paſs, ſhould I doubt of obtaining 
cicher Your Pardon or Protection. 
Nor was this All. The Glorious 
Saint 


F Epiſtle Dedicatory. 


Faint,“ (whoſe Name You 
bear,) as the encourag'd 
1c with her —_ to enge in 
ti Controverly + fo mncl:inore to 
recommend my endeavours to Your 
Majeſties Patronage. It was Her \>1- 
ſineſs to convince and reduce Idola- 
ters to the Faith of Chritt : Mine, 
is to defend the Faith which Chriſt 
planted in his Church, from the im- 
putation of Idolatry. An Alperiton 
ſo foul and Blaſphemous, that it be- 
trays the Forger 
of it to be, what 
the Anagram of his Name expreſſes, 
a {ſecond Lucian. Blaſphc mous, I ſav: 
For who-ever will undertake to 
maintain the Charge, muſe at the 
ſame time profels that Chriſt, who 
commanded us under pain of dam- 
nation to hear bis Church, hath per- 
mitted Her to require and enjoin her 
Children for many hundreds of years 
together, ro com nit [dolatry( as my 
A 3 Ad- 


*Catharing, 


ſ) Carin, angry. LC dts 


Epiſtle Dedicatory. 
Adverſary contends) parallel ro that 
& the Heathens. And conſequently 
that Mobomet,(that grand Impoſtor ) 
whole t o!lowers have been preſcr- 
ved by the Grounds he laid, for a- 
bove a Thouland Years, from falling 
into Idolatry, had more i iſdom anu 
Power to contrive and carry on his 
deſign, than the Son of God : and 
that our Fore-F atbers in this Land, 
had better have been converted ta 
Judaiſm, or Tarciſm, than to Chri- 
$tiarity, as they were. 
Theſe, Madam, are the d: teſtable 
Conſequences of charging Idolatry 
upon the Catholick-Koman Church 
which,as they muſt necds ſtrike hore 
rour into Your Religious Soul (nay 
eyen of ay who values the name of 
Chriſtian) So I thought it my Duty, 
being ſingled out by a particular de- 
ſiance from this new Abettor of it, 
to appcar in Vindication of that 
Faith (on which Your MAJESTY 
grounds 


Epiſtle Dedicatory. 
grounds Your Hope of Heaven, and 
whoſe Influence hath enrich'd Your 
Mind with all the Nobleſt Vertues) 
from ſo anjuſt and ſcandalous a ſlan- 
der. Which nevertheleſs I bave en- 
deavoured to manage with that Me- 
deration and Temper,as (Citcumſtan- 
ces duly weigh'd) can neither create 
juſt Offence in the diſſenting Party; 
nor I hope render it miſ- deſerving 
to be preſented to Your Majeſties 
View, by 


M a v a, 
Your Majeſties 


Sue Humble and Moſt obedient 
ub jec and Servant 


T. G. 
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NAA 
THE 


PREFACE 


Chriſtian Reader, 
Tz I never deſign'd te tonble Thee 


with any thing in Print, efpec A in 4 
Contentious way ( from which thoſe w know 
me, think me to be naturally averſe) yet now, 1 
am 7 to appear publickly in defence of 4 
little Paper, which Another hath Printed for 
me. Three Years were almoit elapſed,and the 
ſubje7 of that Paper quite worn ous of my Me- 
mory, when 4 Particular Meſſenget from Dr. 
Stillingfleet delivers me in Anſwer to it a large 
Book intitled, A Diſcourſe concerning the 
Idolatry practiſed in the Church of 
Rome, &c, ods Civility oblig'd me 10: 
retwrn thanks for ſuch « Peſent, to 4 Per- 
ſon, to whom I thenght 1 had been t11nown'y 
ſo it bad been great dulncls not ts look gp 
it with the ſame ecard, that Men lock pen 4 
Glove, when 3 Perſon, w e 
have happened formerly to have ſome differs 


ence. Herewpon avy thoughts preſently began 
L 
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PREFACE. 
ts incline me to meditate 4 return both to by 
Civility and Challenge, 4 leaf & to the 
Principal Heads contain d in bu Book ; but 
finding in his Preface, the performances of 
thoſe, who had (as occaſion ſerv d) replied 10 
ſome Paſfares of his Rational Account, cm- 
ared by Him to the way that Rats anſwer 
„ by gnawing ſome of the Leaves of 
them, and that He proclaimed a general defi- 
ance to All to come into the Open Field, 
from which, he ſaith, they had of late ſo 
wiſely with-drawn themſelves, I eafily con- 
ceiv'd he would not want many abler Adverſa- 
ries, who would take themſelves to be concern'd 
te fand up for the Publick cauſe of GOD's 
Church, and hi Saints. Nor was I dectived 
in my expettation, as theſe Learned Treatiſes 
witneſ;, which have been written againſt Him 
won thu occaſion: Some of them in Vindica« 
un of the Devotion of the Roman Church, 
and of the ſanctity of thoſe Perſons whom he 
tradures : Others againit hu Principles; One 
to ſhow how he contradidts himſelf ; and an- 
ther compend;ouſly teſuting his whele Book: 
AU which I ſuppoſed would colt him a larger 
time to anſwer, than he tells us he bent in wri- 
ting and pointing the Book it ſeif,which he faith, 
was but from about Chriſtmas te Midſamer, 
at what time it came forth. This made me - 
wer « while, after I bad 4 


pplyed my thanghts 
10 the Conſutation of what 2 | 


occured in bit 
Tile 
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Title awd Book, viz. The Charge of Idolatry, 
which he moſt unjuſtly fixes upon the Churdk 
of Rome z whether I ſhould expoſe them to pub. 
lick view or no. But then con ſider ing the Foul- 
neſs of the Charge, the particularneſs of the 
Challenge, and the Gencral Expectation tos 
ſee him traced flep by ſtep, (which was the de- 
fien I had undertaken) I thought my ſelf ab- 
lig'd ts commit them to the Preſs, And that 
the Reader may know what he i to expel? from 
me, it i that I have endeavoured ts make my 
ſelf ſuch an Adverlary i the Au- 

thor of the Account, an,. Fag. 14, 
conceiv'd would be a great ple 

fare and content of heart to Dr. Sr. if he 
could meet with, viz, One who viewing 
his Aiery ſubtilties ſhould oppoſe him ſeri- 
ouſly, as if he were ſerious himſelf ; and 
then diſtmguiſh, as if he were dealing with 
ſome ſolid Divine i and then ply him with 
Proofs and Teſtimonies q refell him by ſhor- 
ter Enthymems, and longer Syllogiſms ; 
ſearch in what Mood and Figure be ſpeaks 
and then tell him how his Conſequence 
flaggs, or Antecedent is Ambiguous, till he 
have conſumed a hundred Pages in teſutati- 
on of a Trifle. Thi 1 confeſs is 4 Charatter 
of my preſemt Undertaking i though not to the 
full, becauſe in the Proſecution of it, I ſhall be 
forced over and above to lay open freguem 
Contradictions, Calumnics, and Miſ-repres 


ſcotationg 
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ſentations of the words and ſenſe of Authors, 
which can be no great pleaſure nor content of 
beart to my Adverſary to ſee diſcover'd. I was 
is good hope to have bein freed from this un- 
grateful tack of laying open faults of this na- 
ture, (which cannot be treated of without bin 
named, nor named without offence) by the fair 
promiſe he makes to repreſent the murrers in 
difference between us truly, rept (aithful- 
ly, and argue cloſely : Ad the Hope made 
me for 4 good while not exact that ſeverity of 
quoting Authors, which is required and expe- 
fed in tlie managing of Controverſy But fince 
the neceſſity he th drawn upon himſelf, by 
yr: ſo Extravsganc Charge, 4s that 
of Idolatry pen the Raman Church, hath 
made him too often forget ſo good « purpoſe, 1 
muſt begg bu — if at length I take the 
freedome to make the Reader & lutle ſenſible of 
it, with that Plaunneſi which the Merits of the 

uſe will not only bear, but require : of 
which the Reader muit be Fudrt. 

Whether the Laurels br fancics he bath ac- 
guired from his Adverſarics by their declining, 
a be ſanth Perſonal Contercuces,/ook xs green 
and freſh to others, as to himſelf, 1 very much 

weſtion, For Meetings of this nature being 
ardly to be undertaken by Catholicks without 
expoſing themſelves to the Danger of being ac» 
counted Bold and Infolent, and jo of irrite- 
ting Hi Majelty and the Government againf8 
them. 


| PREFACE: 
thems All ſobtr and impartial Men will eaſily 
jadee, that they may be more prudently decluned 
without prejudice to their cauſe y than Argu- 
ments in writing (which is a much more peace 
able and (atisfactory way of pany be by 
their Adverſarics (who run no ſuch hazard) 
ſlighted, either as Iacunſiderable er upon ac- 
count of buſineſs, or upon a realonable Pte- 
ſampcion that the Perſon concerned had al- 
ready forſaken their Church. Theſcland ſack 
like)may bePrudential Motives tothem to ſlight 
anſwering 4 Paper, and alſo for declining Per- 
ſonal Conferences 4 ſometimes they have ben 
Tet they muit not be allowed at au time, for 
ſach i Catholicks : Nay, even their mode 
comportment towards Authority uſt ge for no 
other than x Pretence only of hazard ; though 
we ſee 4 V'rivate Paper ( this was, from 
which the Dollor hath taken occaſion to make 
all this noiſe) publiſhed in Print with ſuch Cha- 
racteriſtical Notes of the Author, as might ea- 
ply diſcover his Perſon, and in termes fo In- 
Uidious, as were aft to create tie orcateſt Pre- 
Judice againſt him. Why elſe was be fie ( and 
that upon every voſt & corner)a Revolted Pro- 
teſtane, when Koman- Carholick micht have 
ſufficed ? And why was He made the Propofer 
of the Queſtions, when the Party concerned 
propoſed them indifj:rently to both ? 
As for the Paper it ſelf (which & now be- 
come the Subjeft of Debate) what others may 
4 
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hove thought or faid of its not being anſwered 
1 know not, but from my Adverſary's own Re- 
lation: ger doth the Perſon taxed in partice- 
lar, remember any ſuch thing. Beſides I am 
certain, I never communicated any Copy of it, 
but to the Party, for whoſe ſatisfaion it was 
written, Tet ſince my er nag bath thong be 
0d to publiſh it, together with his own An- 
wer to the two Nef tent, at the beginning of 
bis Book : 1 have jodg d fit to do the ſame he- 
fore mine * not that | except agaiAſt any thing 
as mi[-repreſented in it, befides ſome little Er- 
rors of the Preſs hot that I conceive it may be 
ſome Saticfaftion to the Reader in the pers 
4 tha Aejoinder, to recur ſometimes to t 
rt Papers y «t leaft that he may clearly ſee, 
that the Charge of Idulatry, was no way ne- 
ceflary te the Reſolution of the Queſtions, 
(as 1 ſhell ſhrw more at large in the Firſt cha- 
prer,) but mecrly brourht in ty Him wpon ſome 
other Account, which 1 am now to conſider, 
The Account Himſelf gives of reviving 4 
Charge, which for many Tears had lain buried 
wander the run of its own Intamy, was, as he 
pretends ro iy more clearly the Separation 
of the Church of England, from the Guile 
of Schiſm. For this, he ſaith, lies to 
the Couſ cnc of every Man, ii the Church 
of Rome ty of Idolatry, our ſepara- 
tion Car = no Schiſm cither before God or 
Man, becau'c our Comaunion would ” 1 
ib, 
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Sin, This is what be pre- 

tends, And this Cauſe u Weights, c. t. 
wdeed Las Mr .Thoumdike 

well obſerves, would be more than ſufficient 
to Juſtify the ſeparation, did it appear to be 
true: but then on the other fide, ſaith he, it 
charges the miſchiefs of the Schiſm upon 
thoſe who proceed upon it, before it be as 
Evideat as the Miſchiefs are, which they run 
into upon it, So that ſhould the Church 
of _ — declare, that the change which 
we call Reformation, is grounded upon this 
ſuppoſition, I muſt then acknowledg, ſab 
he, that we are Schiſmaticks. For the cauſe 
not appearing to me( is hitherto it hath not, 
and 1 think will never be made to appear to 


by grounding ourReformation upon this pte - 
tence, Thus My. Thorndike, whaſe Judg- 


nurch of Rome & guilty of Idolatry 
the miſchieſi ars that — enſo'd upon "iy 
This 
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This He ſaw was not poffib'e to be dine, and 
therefore laying thaſe Drvines afide for Men of 
more charity, than Judgment, leaſt he ſhowld 
be thought in ſo ſevete 4 Ceuſute, to contra» 
dif# the ſenſe of his Chu ch (which, be ſaich, 
he hath ſo great a regard to) he undertakes 
to ſhow that this charge of Idolatry hath 
been mmaged againſt the Church of Rome, 
by the greateſt and moſt learned Deſenders 
of it ever ſince the Reformation. But if he 
have ſach a regard, be ſaith, for the Church 
of England, Why did be not appeal to her 39. 
CArticles ? For as himſelf ſanth( p.209,) of 
the ſenſe of the Church of Rome, that we are to 
appeal for it, not to the Writings of particular 
Doctors, but to the Decrert of her Councils ; 
fo in like manner for the ſenſe of the Church 
of England, He ought to have appealed to Her 
Publickly- Authorized Articles Bat in them 
the Church of England declares no ſuch thing, 
For we ſee it hotly diſputed between her Bi- 
vines, whether any of the three Points inflan- 
ced by the Doclor, vis. Venct ation of Images, 
Adoration of the B. Sacrament, and Invocs- 
tion of Saints, be Idolatry, or no: and theſe 
who fide leaft with that Party, which are called 
Non conformiſls, are for the Negative, Viz. 
that it is not Idotatry : whereas, if it had bien 
the ſenſe of the Church of England in theſe 
Articles that it were Idolatty te do any of thoſe 
things,thty bad by maintaining the contrary as 
ctro- 
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erroneous, inc Fxcommunication, ipſo 
facto, 4 «ppears by the Canons Printed befort 
the 39 Articles, ſet forth by My, Rogers. 
Here therefore the Deftor to maintain bu 
charge of Idolatry to be (u he calls it) the 
receiv'd Doctrin and practice of the Church 
of England, & forc'd to have recourſe to the 
Book of Homilics 4 4nd ts the Sentiments 
of Particular Perſons, of which he cites mo leſi 
than Seventeen: the greateſt part of whom I 
ſhall ſhow to be incempetent Witneſſes in the 
— and the reſt, to ſpal nothing te bus Pur- 
Poſe, 
Firſt then for the Book of Homilics, which 
bh: ſaith ij not barely allow'd, but 
ſubſcribed to as containing godly Art. 39; 
and whollome Doctrine, and ne- 
ceſlaty for theſe times : I anſwer. this doth 
not Evince that every particular Dotirin con- 
tained in it, u ſuch, And therefore Mr. Thorns 
dike Healing of the very Ho- 
mily againſt peril of Idolutry, Epil. 3. part. 
bere arged by Dr. St. ſaith tit 5p. 363. 
m this particular he muſt have 
leave to think it fails, as it evidently doth in 
others. And Biſh. Monntague ſaith, The 
Buok of Homilics contains a general Godly 
doctrin,yet it is not in evety 
part the publick dogmati - Appeal, c. 23. 
cal docttia of the Chutch. 
4 Dr Heylia is bs neccflary luttoduction 
(b) t 
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to Cyprianus Anglicus, p. 14. tells un, that 
the vehcmence uſcu in thoſe Homilics, was 
not agaivit Images as Intolcrable in theme 
ſelves, but as they might be made in thoſe 
broken and unſcrled times an occaſion of 
falling. But that People being well inſtruct- 
ed ia the right vc of them, Images may be 
ſtill kept ſor good ales in Churches, and ſor 
ſtirring up of devotion, in which teſpect 
they were called. ſaith he, by Pope Gregory, 
and not unſitly, the Lay-men's Books. 

LAs for the particular Doctors he cites, I 
except againſt little leſs than two parts of three 
of them as Incompetent Witnebes in the Caſe, 
And in order to this I ſhall take the [ame ca- 
ſuregthe Deller himſelf puts into my hand when 
to ſhow the Teflimony of Arch biſhep W hitgiſt 
to be valid in his cauſe, he premiſes that none 
chuld be leſs ſaſpected to be Puritanically 
inclined than Hey that is, I ſhall caſt out of 
the Lift all theſe, who ſhall be found to have 
been Paritans,or Puritanically inclin d. And 
firit for hu two Arch __ Whitgift and 
Abbot, the Former (thourh otherwiſe 4 tif 

Aſſerter of the Diſciplin 
Confey.ct Hampton- of the Charch of Eng - 
Court. pag. 20-40, land) i known to have 

conſeried to the frame» 
ile of the Lambeth At cles and to have 
propoſed 1! em to the Divinces of Cambridge: 
and the latter was [0 oret 4 Favouter and 
Abettor 
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Abettor of the Puritan Party that to ſtop them 
in their full Carrcer, Dr. 
Heylin ſaith, it was found Cyprian. Ani. 
neceſſary to ſuſpend Him p. 242, 
from his Metropolitical Ju- 
riſdition. of Dr. White, the ſame Heylin 
_ (p. 135.) that for Licenſing Biſhop 
ountazue's Appello Cxlarem, it was (aid, 
that White was turned Black. Jewel, Bilſon, 
aud Davenant were all excepted againſt by our 
late Soveraign K. Charles I. in bis 3d. Paper 
fo Hinderſon, Dr. Fulk % Un AMatth. 28. 
46.) « noted fer abetting Calvin in his blaſphe- 
mou Opinion, that our Saviour Chriſt ſaftered 
in his Soul the very pains of a damned Per» 
ſun upon the Croſs. Reynolds and Whi- 
taker are notorious for their ſiding with the 
Puritans : the latter being 4 great flickler for 
the Lambeth Articles: and the Former ap» 
pearing publick ly the Fore-man or Champion 
of that Party at the Conference at Himptor- 
Court again the Church of England. Bi- 
ſhop Ulher and Biſhyy Downum cannot be ex- 
cuſed : The fer of the firit is to be ſeen in 
Cyprianus Anglicus, p.271. where aſter ma- 
ny Calviniftical Opinions , of which the (cid 
Primate was the Contriver in Ireland, Dr. 
Heylin ſaub, he refulcd to receive the whole 
Body of the Canuns made in the year ,1603, 
becauſc he v a3 afraid of bowing at the name 
of Jeſus, and ſome other Reverences, which 
8 0) 2 [6 
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he neither prattiſed , nor approved : and 
(p. 216.) that his Book called Gotteſcalchus, 
bad run the ſame Fate of bring called in, with 
that 7 BiſBop Downam 5 «bout Per ſeverance, 
but that it ſeem d not fit to put a publick 
diſgrace, upon the Primate of a Nation. 
By all which it appears, that of Scvcnreen 48 
thers He cites, to maintain hy uninſt charge 
of Idolatry «pen the Church of 6g, 
the ſenſe of the Church of England ; no leſs 
thin Eleven are ſhows to have been down» 
right Puritans, er Puritanically cel. 

For the Six which remarn, Viz, Dr. Jack- 
fon. Dy. Ficld, Iſaac Caſau>on, Biſhop An- 
d-ews, Arcs biſbep Laud, and Hing James, 
W (ompIres whit the Dot oy Hes out of 
them, with what they write in other places: 
n. mherver att gw!" ede ut the very 
Places cited by my A , bill find, that 
they do nit unn g the Doctrin ut ſelf of the 
Church of Rome er the practice conformable 
to that Doct iin ; but ſach things as they con- 


cetved to be great abuſes in the Practice of its * 


For Dr [ackſon, as cited by the Doctor, doth 
not ſay, that to geve 4 bonowary Veneration 
te Images, & Iolarry ; bat to give divine 
honoar to them, which he ſaith, the Papiſts 
do end the Papiſts thrm{clues deny. Biſhop 
Andrews in like manner, gruth for the reaſon 
of bu charge, that the Papiſta, do not mcerly 
p:ay to the Saints to pray tor them, but to 
give 


a Me as... * 
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give what they pray for,themſclvesy and the 
Papiſts profeſs they do no ſuch thing. Dr, 
Field doth not charge the Invocation of Saints, 
with Idolatry and Superſtition , but prak- 
only of the Idolatty and Superſtition, which 
he thought, but not truly, was committed in 
it, Arch biſhop Laud alſo ( bus own words 
declare) rats of the practice of Adoration 
of Images in the Modern Charch of Rome, 
which he erronconſly affirmeth to be too like to 
Paganiſm. And ſo K. James, is the place ci- 
ted by the Doftor (had He not ſe [ron forget 
his promiſe of reporting faithfully) ſarth ex- 
prefiy, that what He condemns, is Ado ing of 
Images (v wah Deine Worſhip) praying 
to them, and imatining a kind of ſanctity 
to be in them, «ll which are drtefted by Ca- 
tholicks. And aff that be cites out ou 
Caſaubon, when He was employed by the King 
te deliver His Opinion to Cardinal Perron, in 
the luvoc tion of Saints, was that the Church 
of England did m, that ſome Particular 
Practices were joyned with great impiety. 
£0 that it u not the Dotrin of the Church 
of Rome, if rightly prattic d, which theſe Au- 
thors condemn of Idolatry, but the s buſes 
| they conceiv/d to be committed in the practice: 
' of ity as to give the Worſhip duc to God to 
an =P; to pray to it er imagim any vite 
Divinity te be in it ; er to pray te the 
| Sits, & 10 thoſe who are to give ws what we 
| (by 3 pray 
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pray for, themſelves 3 All which are forbid- 


den by the 2d. Nicen Council, and that of 
Trent: and for other practices which the Dr. 
occaſionally objets they ſhall be diſcuſs'd in the 
following Diſcourſe. 

This bring ſo I have ſhewn , and the 
Fudrment of theſe Divines differing only as 
more and leſs in the ſame kind, from what 
Mr. Thorndike, and other learned Proteit ants 

rand, when they reprove ſome practices as 
dolatrous, er at leaft in danger to be ſuch: 
Theſe laft Six Authors cited by the Doctor, 
ought to have been alledged for the contrary 
poſition of what He affirms , wits. That the 
Church of Rome neither in her Doctrine, 
nor Practice, (conformable to her Docttin) 
is guilty of Idolatry. Fer mull they in- 
peach only ſome Proftices , which they judge 
went from the Doctrine, "tis manifeſt, they 
5 uply the Doctrine it ſelf, and Practice f cor» 
formable to it, not to be Idolatrous. 

Here then let the Reader judyt, whether Dr, 
St. being ( He ſaith) by command pub- 
lickly engag'd in the defence of fo excellent 
a cauſe, as that of the Church of England 
againſt the Church of Rome, have not be- 
tray 4 his truſt, and bis Church tes (if it be 
bas) in advancing ſuch « Medium to juftific 
Her ſeparation, 4s Comtradidts the (enſe of that 
Church, if it be to be taken from the ſenti- 
ments of theſe who are Mee Her truc and 
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Genuin Sons y and in the Judement of ſome 
of them, makes it in plain rerms to be Schil- 
matical: Which yet will appear more clearly, 
if we confider how this Charge of Idolatry 
ſubverts the very foundation of Eccle ſiaſtical 
Authority i» the Church of England, Fer 
it being a received Maxime, and not denyable 
by any one of common ſenſe, that no Man can 

ive to another that, which he hath not him- 

If, it lies open to the Conſcience of every man, 
that if the Church of Rene be gu of Herely, 
much more if Guilty of Idolatry, tt falls wnder 
the Apoſtles Excommunication ( Gal, 1. 8.) 
and ſo remanns depriv & of the lu ul Autho- 
rity to uſe and exerciſe the Power of Orders; 
and conſequently the Authority of Gove rnngy 
Preachirg, and Admigiſteing Sacraments, 
which thoſe of the Church of England chal- 
lenge to themſelver,us dri, from the Church 
of Rome, can be no truc and lawſul Jurifdi- 
tion, but uſurped and Antichrifttan, The 
i what follows againſt the Church of Eng- 
land from the charge f Idolatty upon rhe 
Church of Rome ; and [o much the more 4s 
iſſuing from bis Pen, who in hu Ircnicom ( 
Book very humbly tendced by him to Conſi- 
deration, after the Re- ſettlement of Epilco- 
pacy in the Church of England) aiif 
that no particular Form of Church Govern- 
ment & De Jure Divino ; bet mutable, as the 
Secular Magiſtrate, with the advice of !garn- 
(0) 4 4 
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ed and experient'd Perſons, ſhall ſee comveni- 
ent for State and Church; and particularly, 
that the main Ground for ſerl1mg Epilcopal 
Government in this Nation, was net any pre- 
tence of Divine Right, bat conventency ts 
the State, and condition of the Church at the 
time of its Reformation ; citing for it the Te- 
ftrmony of Arch biſhop Cranmer, and others. 
tr. Foulis 1 know, Heating of that Book, 
calls Him a Bold Fellow that Publiſhed it, 
and affirms , that he little underſtood the 
compaſs and merit of that Controverſic : 
I like not the rudentſs of theſe, and other ex- 
prefſions of like nature He there uſes, and | fer- 
bear to reprat 4 yet I could willingly joyn with 
Him ſo — in CH ai to pate it rather to 
Inadvertence than defign in my Adverſary, 
did mot this new charge of 1dolatry ſeem but 
tos apparently to be but « clinching of the nail 
which He hid driven before to the Head. For 
if the Form of Church-Government be m- 
table, as the Secular Fomer will- adviſed ſhall 
fre reaſon, what greater reaſon can there be for 
the Ada changing of it, than the nallity of u. 
Feriſdifttion ? Thus hath made me wonder wot 
« little, hew the Governours of the Church 
of England could ſee them Authority ſo cloſely 
attacqued | at leaſt ſo manifeſtly betrayed) by 
their pretended Champion, and not vindicate 
themſelves and their Juriſdiftion from the 
ſou! flain of Antichtiſtian, which neceſſarily 

olew:, 
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flows, if the Church of Rome, as He pre- 
tends, be guilty of Idolatry y and they derive 
gether with their Conſecration, their Epiſ- 
opal ſutiſdiction om it. But I ſhall leave 
27. 1 to thoſe vbom it concern and be- 
take my [elf to my preſent buſineſs, which i to 
ſowthat the Church of Rome neither in her 
Potrine, not Practice, conformable to her 
Doctrine, is guilty of Idolatry. And thu 1 
hid done much ſooner, had not the Time ſpent 
is Tranſeribing, leaft the Copy ſhould be ſure 
piled; the Difficulty of the Preſs, (which alſo 
excrealed the Errata) and other Empl 5 
me 4 fewy(for we alſo ate none of thoſe hap- 
py Men, who have only one thing to mind) 
rearded me in my deſigns 
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* the Preface, page 2. line 27. for Pointing, 
read Printing. p. G. I. B. r. Dr. Ther; that ne» 
ther, p 25-1. 15 t. Queſtion th por, p. 35+ J. ze. 
jor with, r. ag anft. p. 38. I. B. tor conſe, r. cauſe. 
L 9. for Vi. r. 6. p.41, J. 10 r. Wmf, p. 32. 
L 28. c. Bebelders. p.64 | 12 r.lrrepreſentablencs. 
p. $0. L. t. for the, t. bu. p81. 1,18. f. ſeat r. ta e. 
p87. LG. i. did, t. drew, p. 2. l. ult. r. rant 
p. 12411. add in the Marg, Of the Church, In 3. 
c. 36. pÞ-134-1.3-f. croſs, r Cy. p. 138. LN. r. 17 
that by p. 140. Luk. 1 4, t. van. p. 1 38. l. 27 
r. Ole ac ant. 1.27, ſ. that, t that is. p. 61. L2g. or 
mine, r. Imagine. l. 28. for Oracres, t. Orac ei. 
p 172. 15 ſor n, r. me. p. 178. l. 28. run this mat- 
ter p. 212. La. tor bowonr, r. comfort. p. 297. 16. 
r.Wherefore, p. 246. Lz. r. Brgorten Son, p. co. . 
1. firſt, r. ib. p. 363. l. 2. alter ſor Bu, put fr. N. 
che; for Eru. part L. S. . Paal. r Paula. L 25 
Praiſes re prayete p. AAB. I. 17. . Flood t. Floods, 
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The Two Queſtions , whence 
Dr. Sill. took Occaſion to 
raile this Controverſy. 

the Came Motives to be 


1. \ N 7 
come a Catholick which one 


bred and born,and well grounded in the Ca 
thelick Religion, hath to roma, n i 1 1t, may 
equally be ſaved in the profeſſion of it: 


Hether a Proteſtant having 


2. Whether it be ſufficient to be a Chri- 
lian in the afra or in the whole latitudes 
or there be a neceſſity of being a member of 
ſome diſtinct Church, or Congregation of 
Chriſtians ? 


His Anſwer to the aforeſaid 
Vucſtions. 


The firſt Qeſtion being ſuppoſed to be pr 
concerning 4 Proteſtant yet ccni (0 doth 
e) N 


c'Y 

imply a contradidtion, viz. That a Proteſtant 
continuing ſo, Should have the ſame Motroes 
to become a Catholick (raking that term here, 
only as ſiemfyrng one of the communton of the 
Church ef Rome) which thoſe have. who have 
been born or bred in that communion. But [up- 
poſing the meaning of the Bv+ition to be thus, 
Nhethtr a Vrotthtant [raving the commutnion 
of oxy Cirurch.vper the Motrocs nſed by thojc 
6: the Roman Church, may not be equally ſa- 
ved with theſe ve arc bred wut? 1 anſwer, 


1 hat an equal capacity of ſalvation of 
theſe priſons bring ſuppoſed, can be no argu-+ 
cent to leave the communion of 4 Church, 
whercin ſalvation of a perſcn may be nacli 
mere fee, than of either of them. No more, 
than it d, for 4 Man to leap from the plain 
Ground into a Ship, that is in danger of being 
wracht, becauſe le 19 equally hepe to be ſaved 
with theſe who are init, N, ſuppoſing an e- 
gual capacity of Salvation in two ſeveral 
Churc'ics, there can be no reaſon to forſake 
the cemmÞunion of the enc for the other, $0 
that to pcrſwade any one to leave our Church 
to embrace thit of Rome, it is by no means 
ſ»(ſictent to ak whether ſuch a one may not 4s 
well be ſav d, as they that are in it already: 
but it u ct, that they prove, that it u of 
merifſiry to ſelvition ts leave our Church, and 
breome a Man ber ef then: And when thr! 
as 
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do this, I intend to be one of their number. 


2, We aſſert, that all thoſe who are in the 
(ammunien of the Church of Rome, Ao run IC 
great a hazard of their Salvation, that none 
who have 4 care of their Souls, ought to em- 
bract it , er commue in u. And that upon 
theſe Grounds, 


1. Becauſe they muſt by the terms of 
communion with that Church, be guilty ei- 
ther of Hypocriſic or Llolatry „either of 
which are ſins inconſiſtent with Salvation x 
Which I thus prove, 


That Church which requires the git ung the 
Creature the Worſbip due only to the Creator, 
makes the Members of it guilty of Hypecr. ſec 
or Idolatry 3 for if they 40 it, they are enilty 
of the latter, if they do it nat, of the former y 
but the Church of Rome in the Worlhip of 
God by Images, the Adoration ot the 
Bread in the Euchariſt, and the forma! In- 
vocation ot Saints, doth require the arvins 
to the Creature the Worſhip dug only to the Cre- 
aror 1 therefore it mat the Members 67 It 
guilty of Hypecriſie or 1d:Latry, 


That the Church of — {it tee — 
lars doth require the giving the Creature 10 
benour due only to Godly 1 prove , u. concerns 


mr tac 5 of them, 


here 


( 4) 
. Where the Wor| * God « terminated 


. 4 Creature, there by their own confeſſion, 
the Worſhip due only to God b given to the 
Creature; but in the Worſhip of God by I- 
mages, the Worſhip due to God u terminated 
wholly on the Creature ; which is thus proved: 
The Worſhip which God himſelf denies to re- 
cette be terminated on the Creature : but 
God himfclf in the ſecond Commandment 
not only denies ts receive it, but threatens ſes 

zrely to puniſh tem that give it. Therefore it 
cannot be terminatcd on God, but only on the 

4 — 

2, The ſame Argument which would make 
the große Heathen Idolatry lawful, cannot ex- 
cuſe any 40 frows Idolatty, but the ſame ar- 
oument, whereby the Papilts make the Worlbip 
of the Bread in the Euchariſt not to be Idola- 
try, would make the greſſeſt Heathen Idolatty 
wot to be ſo. For, if it be not therefore Ido- 
Inry g beca: uſe they ſuppoſe the bread to be 


God, then the Worſhip of the Sun was not l- 
dolairy by — who ſuppoſed the Sun to be 
Gol; and upon this ground, the grefſer the 
Idol tv was, the | Tt it was Idolat. 2 for the 
07 b. Itoliters w re thoſe, ho [uppoſca their 
$ Gols. And non this ground 
thezr I } p Wet more lawful than of th ſe 
who e them not to be ſo. 


3. If te ſuppoſition of a middle excellency 
picy Gul and us, be a ſeſſicient eround for 
formal 


formal Invocation, then the Heathen Wor ſhip 
of their inferiour Deitics could be no [do)at: y: 
for the Heathens flill pretended , that they did 
not erve to them the Worſhip proper to the Su- 
pream God; which is as much as is pretended 
by the devouteit Papiſt, in juſtification of the 
Invocation of Saints. To theſe I expel? a di- 
rect and punttual anſwer, profeſſing as much 
Charuy towards them as us conſiſtent with Scr. 
pture and Reaſon, 

2. Becauſe the Church of Rome is guilty 
of fo - corruption of the Chriſtian Re- 
ligion by ſuch opinions and practiſes which 
are very apt to hinder a good lite : Such are, 


| the deſtroying the neceſſity of 4 good life, by 
) making the Sacrament of Penance joyred 
. with contrition, ſuſſic ent tor ſalvation z rhe 
V taking off the care of it, by ſuppoſing an ex- 
- .* piationof fin (by the prayers of the living) 
e © after death y and the ſincerity of devotion 6s 
. « 

* moch obſtructed in it by prayers in a language 


e which many underſtand not, by making the 
be efficacy ol Sacraments depend upon the bare 
adminiſtration, whether our minds be pre- 
ix pated for them or not ; by diſcouraging the 
reading the Scripture, which is Hut mott cer» 

tain rule of faith and life ; by the mul: itude 

of ſuperſtitious obſervations never uſed in 
6 the Primitive Church, as we ate reacy tu 
or | defend; by the groſs abuſe of people in Var- 
ons and indulgences,by denying the Cup to 
(C) 3 the 
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the Laity, contrary to the practice of the 
Church in the fulema Cricbration of the 
Euchariſt for a thouland 50s atte: Chriſty 
by making it in the power of any perſon to 

diſpenſe contrary tothe Law of Godin oaths 
— ; by makiig di ſobedicnce to 
the Church in diſputable mattets, mote hai- 
nous, than diſobedience to the Lawes of 
Chriſt in unqueſtionable things, as M- eri- 
age in a Pticſt, to be a greater crime, than 
Formication, 

By all which pratliſes and opinions we aſ- 
ſert, that there are ſo many hinderances te 4 
good life, that none who have a care of their 
ſalvation, can venture their ſoul;, in the com- 
munion of ſuch a Church, which either enjoyns 
or publickly allows them. 

3, Becauſe it expoſeth the faith of Chri- 
ſtians to ſo great uncertainty: By making the 
authority of the Scriptures tu depend on the 
mallibility of the Church, when rhe Church- 
5 Infallibility muſt be proved by che Scrip- 
tue: by making thoſe things neceilar y to be 
believed, whuch if they be believed, over- 
tow all foundations uf Hit il, VIT, That we 
are wot to believe cur ſenſes is the piaineſt ab. 


EA 1. as 1% bread which we fee i net 
(road ' wpon which it follows, that tradition 
being a centinued kind of ſenſation, can be no 


more certain, than ſenſe it ſelf ; and that the 
7 oſtics * 80. hade been decerved in the Body 


of 


. 
2 
4 


. 
of Chriſt after the Reſurreftion z and the 
C-urcaof any Age in what they ſaw or heard, 
By denying to Men the vſe of their judzment 
at) ,caſon as tothe matters of fait propro- 
ſc bv a Church, when they moſt wie it in the 
choice of Church; by making the Churches 
power extend to make new Articles of faith, 
Viz. by making thoſe things necr[ary to be bee 
lieved, which were no! ſo befors 7 6 ctepd- 
ing to infallibility in 4-ccrumamng Contra. 
verſies and yet not determini rn Corrroncy- 
ſics which arc on foot amon; themhk ives. 
All which, and ſeveral other thinns which ny 
deſigned brevity will not permit me te n ut 
on ; tend very much to ſhake the 2 th of fuel 


who have nothing elſe to rely on, but the authys 
rity of the Church of Rom: 4 
3. 1 anſwer, That a Proteſtant leaving the 


Co Mmunmon of Our Church, doth INCUT A 
greater guilt, than one who was bred up in 
the communion of the Church of x. me, and 
conmnucs therein by invincible ienorance, 
and th m_—_— net equally be — a with [ach 
4 on*, For a Prot: teltant is ſuppoſed, to have 
[ffi ICT COMIC tioms Of f FE Error; 7. he Na- 
man Church, er u . miley of wilful t17nerance, 
if be hath not ; but 2 e/thenrh we lem not what 
allowances God will make f r invincible 1919+ 
rance me are ſure that willul ixnoranceycr chos- 
ſing 4 worſe Church — 4 better, it dau- 
nable fin, and nurepented of deſtroys fav 
en, (Cc) 4 410 
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To the ſecond Queſtion, I anſwer, 1. 1 &s | 
not under land what is meant by a Chriſtian 
in the Abſtract, or in the whole Latitude, it 
being a thing Ine heard or read of before y 
and therefore may have ſome meaning in it, 
which I cannot underſtand, 2. But if the 
Bueſtion be as the laſt words imply it, Whether 
« Chriſtian by vertue of bus being ſo, be beand 
to joyn in ſome Church or Congregation of 
Chrittians? 1 anſwer affirmatively, and that 
he is bound to chooſe the communion of the pu- 
rent Church, and not ts leave that for a cer- 
rupt one, though called never ſo Catholick. 


(9) 


— — 


The Reply to Dr. Stllingfleet's 


Anlwer, 


Madam, 


Did not expeR that two bare Queſtions 

could have produced ſuch a ſuper-fcr+ 
tation of Conttovetſics, as the Paper you 
ſent me is fraught with 4 But fince the An- 
ſwerer hath been plea d to take this Method, 
( for what end himſelf beſt knows) 1 ſhall 
not reſuſe to give a fair and plain return, to 
the ſeveral Points he inſiſts upon, and that 
with as much brevity as the matter and cir. 
cumftances will bear, 

The Queſtions propoſed were : 1. MWhe- 
ther a Proteſtant having the lame Morives to 
become a Catholick, which one bred and 
born, and well grounded in Catholick Reli- 

ion hath to remain in it, may not cqually 
ſaved in the profeſſion of it? 

The 24. Whether it be ſufhcient to be a 
Chriſtian in the abſt tract, or in the whole la- 
titude ; or there be a neceſſity of being a 
Member of ſome diſtin Church or Con- 
gregation of Chriſtians ? 

The firſt, he ſaith, being ſuppoſed to be put 


concerning 
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concerning 4 rote ii ant comtinuins ſo, imp.yes 
4 contra dition j but where it lyes I cannot 
ſee, for a Protettant may have the ſame Mo- 
tives, and yet out of wilfulneſs or paſſion 
not — to them, He ſaw no doud: 
this ſuppoſition to be impertivent to the 
Qucit ions and there lote in the ſecond part o 
the 1. f. ſtates it thus: Meth 4 Fretefant 
leaving the Communion of the Proteſtant 
Chard, „en the Morrves wſed by theſe © the 
Roman Church, may not be equally ſaved with 
theſe who were bred in it? 

The Queſtion thus ſtated in its true ſup- 
poſition, he anſwers firſt, 3. 2, That an equal 
capacity of ſalvation of thoſe perſons being ſup- 
poſed, can be no argument ts leave the Commu- 
wiew of a Church, wherein the ſalvation of 4 
perſon may be much more ſafe than of either of 
them, But before | reply, I mutt do both 
him and my ſelt right in matter of fact; and 
it is, Madam, that when you firſt addreſſed 
to me, you profefied your ſelſ much trou- 
bled, that he had told you, a perſon leaving 
the Proteſt int communion, and embracing 
the Catholick, could not be ſaved. That 
we ſhould deny ſalvation to ary out of the 
Cacholick Cnurch,yvu lookt upon as uncha- 
ritable,and this allcrtion of his had ftartled 
you in the opin on you had before of the 
Vroteſtant Charity. Whereupon you de- 
ſited to know my opinion in the caſe, and I 
told 


4 
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told you I C no reaſon, why the ſame M. 
tives which ſccuted one born and bre. 

ll grounded in Catholick Retizto ' 
tinue Nit, were no ſuflictent af 1 

2 Pro. eſtant, vho convinced + 

embrace it. This Magn 

neſs, was the true cc 

ſing the Queſtion, ind av? 2 

ſuppoſcs, thut I uſed the mcer Q 

ſelf as a lufficient Argument to p15 
you toembrace the Catholick Communic. 
This premiled, I reply, that the AI. 
gives, is altogether forrain to the matter u. 
hand, the Controverſie not being between a 
Bred and a Converted Catholick on the one 
ſide, and a perſon ſuppoſed to be in a ſaſet 
Church than either of them on the other: 
nar yet between two ſcveril Churches {ups 
poled to have in them an equal Capacity of 
ſalvation, but between a per fon bred in u e 
Catholick Religion on the one (ide and ano- 
ther converted to it from Proteltantifin on 
the other, whether the latter may not be c- 
qually ſaved wich the former?Nor is it to the 
purpole of the preſent Qui ſtion, to prove 
that it u of neceſſity to Sairvation to leave the 
Proteſtant Church, and become A Member of 
the Catholick,becaule t Q. <Nion is only of 
the poſſioility, not of the neceiũity of Salva- 
tion. I ſ it is not neceilary tothe preſent 
Q1cſtion to Prove this Sur rather bel ds to 


Fa 
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the ſecond,(where 1 ſhall ſpeak to it, )Whe- 
ther there be a necelſicy of being a Member 
of ſome diſtin Church? Which being te- 
ſolved afhrmatively by both parts, it follows 
then in order to enquire which this true 
Church is. As for the Example of 4 Man 
leaping from the plain ground into 4 Ship that 
1 in danger of being Wrackt, meaning by that 
Ship (as I ſuppoſc he docs) the Catholick 
Church. Some will be apt to think he had 
come neter the Mark, if he had compared 
the Proteſtant to a Ship, which by often 
knocking againſt the Rock on which the Ca- 
tholick Church is buil had ſplit it ſelf into 
innumerable Sets, and was now in danger of 
finking : his compariſon was grounded only 
on his own ſappotition, but this is grounded 
on the truth it {elf ol too lad an experience. 
But to leave words, and come to the matter. 
His ſecond Anſwer is, f. 3. that all theſe who 
are in the communion of the Charch of Rome 
4% ran ſo Frear 4 hazard of their Salvation, 
that nene who have a care of their Souls ang 
ro embr 8c Cf OF COMTIAnce IH TE, 1 nc hiſt 21n {wer 
as | have ſhewed, was nothing pertinent to 
the prel. nt Q ion, nur Comes this ſecond 
any nearer the mitter, for though it be lup- 
poſed, that none ought to embrace or conti- 
nuc in the Catholick Church by reaſon of 
the great hazard, he ſuth, they tun of their 
Lilvation, yet it they do embrace or continue 
15 
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in it, why may they not be equally ſaved, that 
is, with cqual hazard but this aſſertion, 
however betide the Qjeſt ion, he makes it his 
main buſineſs to prove, Firſt, 5. 4. Becauſe 
theſe who embrace or continue in the Catholick 
Charch are enilty either of Hypocrifie or Ids- 
latry, either of which are ſins inconfiftent with 
ſalvation. And here he muſt avec mc leave 
to return upon lim a more palpable conera- 
dict ion. than that he ſupp-led to have found 
in the Qꝛeſtion, vi⁊. to atlert only, that thoſe 
of the Catholick Communion run a great 
hazard of their Salvation, and yet afhrm at 
the ſame time that they are guilty either of 
Hypocrific or Idolatry, fins inconſiſtent with 
Salvation: which reduced into pRin terms, 
is no other, but that they may be ſaved, 
though hardly,and yet cannot be ſaved. Bur 
to the Argument, The Church of Rome, y the 
Wor ſhip of God by lage,, by the Adoration f 
Bread in the Encharitt, and the formal Inwo* 
cation of. Saints, doth require the grving te the 
Creature the Worſhip duc only to the Creator x 
Therefore it makes the Members of it enilty of 
Hypecrifoe or Tdolatry. Tre charge is great, 
but what arc the provts ? 

Concerning the firſt he faith, $ 5. that i 
the Worſhip of God by Images, the Worſhip due 
ts God is terminated wholly On the Creature. 
Ard ſutely this implics another contradicti- 
on, that it ſhould be che VV o:Thip of God 


by 


the Creature 3 Nevertheleſs he proves it 
thus : The Worſhip which God himſelf denies 
to receive, m be terminated upon the Crea» 
ture; but God himſelf in the ſecond Command» 
ment, not only denies to receive it but threatens 
ſeverely to puniſh them that give it, that is, that 
Worlthip him by an Imige, Therefore it 
cannot be terminated on God, but only on the 
Image. To this Argument, buch to be juſt to 
the 4uthor,l confeſs I have not ſeen anywhere 
. — in theſe terms, I anſwer, that the 

rſt Propoſition is built on a great miſtake 
of the Nature of humane acts which though 
they ought to be govern'd by the Law of God, 
yet when they ſwerve from it, ceaſe not to 
tend to their own proper objects. Gods pro- 
hibition of ſuch or ſuch a kind of Worſhip, 
m iy make it to be unlawſul, but hinders not 
the act from tending whirther it is intended] 
and conſ — if it be intended or direct · 


cd by the underſtanding to God 2 — 
an unl win! manner, it will not fail to be ter- 


minated upon Cd: Thus when a Thief or 
a Marderer pravs ud to give him good 
ſaccels in the Theft or Murder he intends, 
though God denics tu hear any ſuch Prayer, 
yet is the Prayer truly directed to him: and 
thus when the lows offered to God indacri- 
hee the blind aid ine lame, though hehad ſor- 
bidden it, yet was le wblation terminated 
on 
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by Images, and yet be terminated wholly on 
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on him, and therefore he reproves them for 
having polluted him, Mal 1.8, and to con- 
vince them the more of their evil doings: 
Offer it now, ſays he, to thy Governonr, will 
he be pleaſed with thee, or accept thy per- 
ſon ? Though the Governor deny to accept 
what is preſinted to him, yet it is truly ot- 
ſered to him by the Preſcnier ; and fo, al- 
though God deny to accept ſuch or ſuch Sa 
crifice, yet it is truly offered to him, thongh 
the offering of it after a forbidden maancr 
make it to be fin : Did not God refaſe to ac- 
cept the Sacrifice of Cain, and yet the Scrip» 
ture, Gen,4+3. lays exp eſly, that he brought 
an offering to the Lord? God had not teſpect 
to Cain nor his offering, but this did not hin- 
der, but that Cass otfering had reſpect to 
God, & was terminated on him. In like man- 
ner. though God deny ſuch ot fuch « kind of 
Worſhip; if it be offered though unlawtully 
by the Creature, yct is it terminated on him. 
The Propoſition therefore which aſſerts tha 
the fl which God denics e be term 
ted on the Creature, I deny as ablolutely fal. 
and {> will you too, Madam, when you fle 
ſec the ſenſe of it to be no other, but chat a 
wicked Man cannot Pray to ot WW or- 
ſhiphim in an unlawful or n m 
ner, who is thereforc a wicked Man be c iuſe 
he does ſo M hat follows from hence is, that 
thous Cod ſhou!d have forbidden Men tu 
\Vorlh p 
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Worſhip him by Images, yet it does not 
follow but the Worſhip ſo given, would be 
terminated on him, But now to ſpeak to 
his ſecond Propoſition, in which the main 
force of this Argument conſiſts. 

We — that Cod in the ſecond 
Commandment, ſorbids himſelſ to be Wor- 
ſhipped by a Crucifix, for example, or ſuch 
like Sacred Image ; tor ſuch only are the 
ſabje of the preſent controverſie. M hat he 
forbids there, is to give his Worſhip to I- 
dols:and this is clear trom the circumſtances 
of the Text : Firſt, Becauſe this Command 
ment, if St. Auſtin's Judgment be to be fol- 
lowed, is but a Part or Explication of the 
hit, Thou ſhalt have no other Gods before 
me: Stcondly, becauſe the Hebrew word 
Peſel, in Latin Sculptile, is uſed in Scripture 
to ſignific an Idol: Let them be confounded 
who adore Scalprilia, that is, Idols, faith the 
Pſalmiſt, and ſo the Sepruagint tranſlate it in 
this very place „, an Idol, Thou ſhalt 
not make to thy felt an Idol ; So that it was 
an artifice of the Proteſtants to make their 
aſſertion ſcem plauſible , to tranſlate Image 
inſtead of [del ; and not a certain kind of 
Image neither, but any whatſoever. Thou 
ſhalt not make tothy telt any graven Image. 
Now what is all this to Cathulicks, who 
reicher make to the mſclecs mot adore Idols, 
nor vicld Sorc “a gu honour or acknowledp- 
me. 
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* mcat of Deity to any but God? We give in- 
dced a veneration to Images, but the Image 
' of God is not another Cod beſides him, nor 
isthe Worſhip of it the Worſhip of another 
God, but of him who is repreſented by it: 
657 St. Baſil Uich, The Worſhip of an Image 
ſt ys not thete, but is referred or carried to 
8 thing tepreſented, 

e give therefore an inferior, or relative 
honour only to the Sacred Images of Chriſt, 
and his bleiſed Mother, and Saints, not latri- 
am, the Worſhip due to God, but Honor a* 
riam adorationem, 4 certain honorary Wor- 
- hip,cxpreticd by kiſſing them, or putting off 
var Hats, or kneeling betore them, much like 
the Wo ſh p given to the Chair of State, ot 
the Kings Picture, or his Garment by the like 
act ions ot to come nearer to the ſubjeR, ſuch 
| a$4was commanded tu be given by Moſes and 
Fofbus to the ground whereon they ſtood, by 
putting off their Sho 35, becauſe it was holy: 
nnd by the Jews, in adoring the foor-ftool ut 
Cod, or falling Jown betorc it, 
fal. 9d. 5. ind in Worſhipping Ep. 17. 44 
(as St. Ferome teſtifies they did) Marcellaw, 
| that part of the Temple called 
the Hy of Holics, becauſe there were the 
Cherubims (ſacred Images ordered by God 
3 bimſeclt to be placed there) the p opitiatoty 

| Lrepcefenting Gods Taro1e)and the Ark (his 
boot - tool) I a word, ſach as the Proteſtants 
; (d) them · 
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themſclves give to the Name of Jeſus when 
they hear it ſpoken, by putting off their 
Hats, and bowing at it, or to the Elements 
of Bread and Wine in the Supper, by _—_— 
before them, as figures repreſenting thedeat 
of Chriſt q if condeſcendence to the conſci- 
ence of weaker Brethren, will permit them to 
own they have any honour or veneration for 
them,or for theAltar before which they bow. 
To conclude this point, the 0bjeor brings a 
Text,which forbids us to give the Soveraign 
honor due to God,fo an Idol: but let us hear 
out of Scrip:ure an expreſs Text that it is 
not lau ſul to give to holy Images, and other 
things relating to God, an inferiour or rela- 
tive Worſhip,fuch as we have declated, and 
that will be to the purpoſe. 
$. 6. Hc aims to conclude the Catholick 
Church guilty of Idolatry,from the adorati- 
on of the Fred (as he believes it) in the Eu- 
chariſt. Now to do this, he ought to prove, 
that what we adorc in the Euchariſt,is bread 
indecd. But inſtead of that, he brings a 
compariſun berween our adoration of Chriſt 
in the Euchariſt, and the Heathens adoration 
of the dun: wil, That the Papifts by the ſame 
Argument, make the Worſhip of the bread in 
the Eachariit not te be Idolatry, which would Y 
excuſe the Heathens Worſh p of the Sun and of 
their Statues from Idelatry Fer if it be not | 


therefore Idolatry, ſays he, becauſe they ſuppoſe © 
the 
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the bread to be God then the Worſhip of the Sun 
was not Idolatry in them, who ſuppoſed the Sun 
to be God. I ſhall not complain here of the 
unhandſomneſs of the expreſhon, that Ca- 
tholicks ſuppoſe the Bread to be God, juſt as 
the Heathcns ſuppoſed the Sun to be God 
whereas he knows, that Catholicks believe, 
that rhe ſubſtance of the bread is changed 
into Chriſts body but ſhall anſwer to the 
Argument, That the Worſhip of Chriſt in 
the Euchariſt is not Idolatry , becauſe we 
only ſuppoſe him to be really preſent under 
the form of bread ; but becauſe we know and 
believe this upon the ſame grounds and mo- 
tives upon which we believe(and thoſe mo- 
tives ſtronger than any Proteſtant hath (if he 
have no other than the Catholick, to believe) 
that Chriſt is God, and conſequently to be 
adored, And theretore that you may the 
better ſce the inefficaciouſneſs of the Argu- 
ment, ſuppoſe it dropt from the Pen ot an 
Arrian againſt the adoration of Chriſt as 
God, and it will be of as much force to e- 
vince that to be Idolatty, as it is from the Ob- 
jetor's to prove the adoration of him in the 
Euchariſt to be fo. Sec there how 2nArrian 
might argue in the ſame form. The ſame At- 
gument which would make the groſleſt Hea- 
then Idolatry Jawtul, cannot excuſe ary act 
from Idolatry : but the ſame Argument, 
whereby the Proteſt ints male the Wo ſhip 
| (4d) 2 of 
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of Chriſt (a pure Man, ſays the 4rrian)not 
to be Idolatry , would make the grofleſt 
Heathen Idolatry not to be fo : For if it be 
not therefore Idolatry,becauſe they ſuppoſe 
Chriſt to be God, then the Wor ſhip ot the 
Sun was not Idolatry. by them who ſuppoled 
the Sun to be God, Fc. Now the lame an- 
ſwer which ſolves the Arrians argument 
againſt the adoration of Chriſt as God, 
ſerves no Icfs to ſolve the Objectors Argu- 
ment againſt the adoration of him in the Eu- 
chariſt, ſince we have a like Divine Revelati- 
on for his real preſence under the Sacramen- 
tal Signs, as we have tor his being true God 
and Man. 

Bat what if Catholicks ſhould be miſta- 
ken in their belief? Would it then follow, 
that they were Idolaters ?: Dr, Taylor an c- 
minent and lexding Man amongſt the Prote- 
| ints, denies the conf quence. His words 
are theſe, in the Liberty of Prophecying Sect. 
20, Numb. 26. Idolatry, ſays be, 4 4 forſa- 
king the true God, and giving Divine Worſhip 
to Creature, er to an Idol, that is, 16 an Ima- 
ginary God, who hath no foundation wm F{[ence 
or Exiſtence : And this u that kind of ſuper» 
flition, which by Divines i called the ſuperiti- 
tien of an undue objeit : Now it # evident, | 


that the objef? of their (that u, the Catholick:) © * 


adoration (that which is repreſented to them in 
their minds, their thoughts and perpoſes and 
by | 


( 21 
by which Cod principally, if not ſolely, takes 
eftimate of humane ations) in the bleſſed ga- 
crament, it the only true and Eternal God, by- 
poſtatically joyned with bis Holy Humanity, 
which Humanity they believe af preſent 
ander the Veil of the Sacramental Sinnsy and 
if they thought him not preſent, they are (o far 
from worſhipping the bread in thi caſe, that 
themſelves 2 it Idolatry to do [os ; which 
i 4 demon/(ration {mark that) that their Soul 
bath nothing in it , that is Idolatrical, If their 
confidence and fanciful Opinion (fo he terms 
the faith of Catholicks)barh engaged them up- 
on ſo — 4 miſtake Gas without dent, he lays 
it hath) yet the will hath nothing in it,but what 
« 4 great enemy ts [dolatry, Et nihil ardet in 
inferno niſi propria voluntas 1 that , No- 
thing burns in Hell but proper Will, Thus Dr. 
Taylor z and I think it will be a task worthy 
the ObjeRoes pains, to folve his Argument, 
if he will not ablolve us from being Ido- 
laters. 

$. 7. He proceeds to prove, that Catho- 
licks are guilty ot Idolatry, by their Invoca- 
tion of Saints : And his — is this z 
If the . of « middle excellency be- 
tween God and ws, be 4 ſufficient ground for 
formal Imvacation, then the Heathens Worſhip 
1 their inferiour Denies could be no Idolatry, 
or the Heathens fil pretended that they did 
not give to them the N urſlu proper ts the Su» 
(d pream 
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tam God, which is as much as is pretended by 
the devonteſt Papiſts m juſtification of the In- 
vocation of Saints, To anſwer this Argument, 
I ſhall med little more than to explicate 
the hard words in it; which thus 1 do, By 
perſons of a middle excellency, we under- 
ſtand perſons endowed with ſupernatural 
gifts of Gracc in this life, and Glory in Hea- 
ven, whole prayers byconſequence are accep- 
table and available withGod-:what he means 
by formal Invocation,l underſtand not well: 
but what we 2uderftand by it, is Ccfiring or 
raying thoſe juſt perſons to pray for us. 
he ſupream Deity of the Heathens is known 
to be Fopiter and their inſetiout Deities e. 
www, art, Bacchus, Vulcan, and the like 
rabble of Devils, as the Scripture calls them, 
The gods of the Heathens are Deviis, The 
terms thus cxplicate i, is cafic to ſce tte in- 
conſequence ot the Argument, that becauſe 
the Heathens were Idolaters in worſhipping 
Mars and Yenws their inſcrivur Deirtics, or 
rather Devils though they pretended not to 
give them the V\ orſhip p7oper to Jupiter 
their Supteam God: Ihetcſote the Catho- 
licks, muſt be guilty of Idolatry, in deſiring 
the ſervants of the ttut Cod, to pr ay lor them 
to him. Upon this account we muſt not de- 
fire the praycr of a juſt Man, even in this life, 
becauſe this formal Invocation will be to 
make him an inferioar Deity, 
Bur 
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But if ſon e Sect of Heathens as the Plato. 
i, did attain to the knowledge of the true 
God, yet St. asl ſays, they did not glorific 
him as God i but changed his glory into an 
Image made like to corruptible man, adoring 
and offering Sacrifice due to God alone, to 
the Scatues themſclves, or the inſetiout Dei- 
ties they ſuppoſed to dwell or aſſiſt in them. 
Which inſetiout Deitics St. 4uſſin upon the 
Ninety ſixth Plalm, proves to be Devils or 
evil Angels, becauſe they required Sacrifice 
to be offered to them, and would be wor- 
ſhipped as Gods, Now what compariſon 
there is between this worſhip of the Hea- 
thens inferiour Deities. and Chriſtians wor- 
ſhip of Saints and Angels, let the ſame St. 
Asſtin declare in bis wentierh Book againſt 
Fauſtus the CM anichean, chap. 21, Faritue 
there calumniatcs the Catholicks(the word 
is St. Auftins )becauſe they honoured the Me- 
mories or Shrines of Martyrs charging them 
to have turned the Idols into Martyrs,whom 
they worſhip (faid he) with like Vows. The 
Odjection you ſce is not new, that Catho- 
licks make inferiour Deitics of their Saints. 
Fauſfas long ago made it, and St, Aufs 
anſwer will ſerve as well now as then. Chri- 
ftian People, ſays he, do with Religious Solem- 
nity — — the Memory of Martyrs, both to 
excite to the imitation of them, and to become 
partakers of their Merits and be holpen by their 
(d) 4 Prayers, 
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Prayers, but ſo that we ereft Altars, not to any 
of the Martyrs. but to the God of Martyrs, al» 
though in Memory of the ſaid (Mart For 
what Biſhop rfficrating at the Altar, in the pla- 
ces where their holy Bodies are depoſited : does 
ſay at any time we offer to thee Peter or Paul, 
or Cyprian ? but what i offered, is offered to 
God, who crewn'd the Martyr 1, at the Memories 
of thoſe whom be crowned that being put in 
mind by the very places, a greoter affett ion may 
be raiſed in us to quicken our love, both to thoſe 
whom we may imitate and towards him by * 
affiſtance we can do it. We worſhip therefore i 
Martyrs with that Worſhip of love and [ocietyy 
with which even in this life alſs Holy Men of 
God are worſhipped, whoſe heart we judge pre- 
pared to ſuffer the like Martyr dim for the trath 
of the Goſpel. But we worſhip them ſo much 
the more devontly, becauſe more ſecurely, after 
they have overcome all the Incertaintits of this 
Worldy as alſo we praiſe them more confidently 
now reigxing Conquerers, in 4 more happy life, 
than whilſt they were fighting in thus y but with 
that Wor ſhip, which in Greck u called Latria, 
(and cannot be exprefped by one word in Latin) 
for 44 much 4s it is 4 certain ſervice properly 
due to the Divinity, we neither wor ſup them, 
wor teach them to be worſhipped, but God alone. 
Now where as the offer in; f Sacrifice belongs is 
thu Worſhip (of Latria) from whence they are 
called Idolaters, who gave it alſo te Idols by mo 
means 
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means do we ſuffer any ſuch thing, or command 
it to be offered, to any Martyr, or any holy ſoul, 
or any Angel: And whoſoever declines into this 
Error, we reprove him by ſound Deftrine, ei- 
ther that he may be corrected, or avoided. 
And a little after. It i 4 much leſs fin, for 4 
Man ts be derided by the Martyrs for drunt- 
enneſs, then even faſting to offer Sacrifice to 
them, I ſ to ſacrifice ts Martyri, I ſay not to 
ſacrifice to Cd in the Memories (or Churches) 
of the Martyrs, which we do moſt frequently, by 
that rite alone, by which in the manifeſtation of 
the New Teſtament he hath commanded Sacri- 
fice to be offered to him, which belongs to that 
Worſhip, which i called Latria, and i due only 
to God. This was the Doctrine and practice 
of Chriſtian People in St. Auguſtine's time, 
and that he himſelf held formal Invocations 
a part of the Worſhip due to Saints, is evi- 
dent from the Prayer he made to St. Cyprian 
a'tcr his Martyrdom. Ad- 
Jovet nos Haque Beatus Cy» Li. 7. de apt. 
prianus orationibus ſuis &c - cont. Donat.c.t, 
Let Bleſſed Cyprian there- 
fore help ws ( who are (till encompaſſed with 
this mortal fleſh, and labour as in a dark 
Cloud) with his Prayers, that by Gods grace 
we may, as far as we are able, imitate his 
. works. Thus St. Auſtin, where you 
ce Fe directs his Prayer to St. Cyprian which 
I take to be formal invgcationz and for a - 
cr 
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ther confirmation of it, we have the ingenu< 
ous confeſſion of Calvin himſelf, Inſtit. li. 3. 
ch. 20. n. 22. where ſpeaking of the third 
Council uf Carthage, in which St. Auſtin was 
preſent, he acknowledged it was the cuſtom 
at that time to lay, San Maria, aut Sanite 
Petre Ora pro nobis; Holy Mary, or Holy 
Peter pray tor us. 

But now Madam, what if after all this, 
he himſelf ſhall deny, that any of the oppo- 
fire Tenets are Articles of his faith, viz. That 
honour is not to be grven to the Images of Chriſt 
and his Saints: tha what appears to be bread 
in the Euchariſt, is not the Body of Chrift : 
That it is net lawful to invocate the Saints to 

ray for u. Preis him cloſe, and I believe 
you ſhall find him deny, that he believes any 
one of theſe Negative points to be Divine 
truths 3 and it ſo, you will eaſily ſee his 
charge of Idolatry againſt us, to be vain 
and groundleſs. 

Having thus given a ditect and punctual 
anſwer to bis argument, I muſt now expect 
as much charity from him, as is conſiſtent with 
Scripture and Reaſon, How much that is, 
you will ſee in his third Anſwer to the firſt 
Queſtion. Bur to proceed. 

5. 8. He brings a Miſcellany of ſuch Opi- 
nions and practices (as he calls them) which 
are very apt to hinder 4 good life, and there - 
fore none who have a care of their Salvation, 
can 
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can venture their Souls in the communion of 
ſuch a Church, which either emjoyns or publickly 
allows them. He reckons up no lefs than Ten. 
1. That we defiroy the neceſſity of good life, 
by making the Sacrament of Penance (that is, 
conſeſſion and abſolution) jeyned with contri- 
tion, ſuſſictent for ſalvation. And do not Pro- 
teſtants make contrition alone which is lefs, 
ſufficient for Salvation ? But perhaps the 
joyning of confeſſion and abſo ution with 
contrition, makes it of a malignant nature : 
If fo, certainly when the Book of Common 
Prayer in the Vibration of the Sick, enjoyns 
the ſick Man, if he find his conſcience ttou- 
bled with any weighty matter, to make a 
ſpecial conſeſſion, and receive abſolution 
from the Prieſt in the ſame words the Ca- 
tholick Church uſes, it preſcribes him that 
as a means to prepare himſelf for a holy 
death, waich in the judgment of the Obje- 
for, deſtroys the neceſſity of good life, 

2. Catholicks, he lays, take off the care of 
good life, by ſuppoſing an expiation of fin (by 
the Prayer of the ling) after death : Bur 
certainly the belief of temporal pains to be 
ſuſtained aſtet death, if chere be not a per- 
ſc cxpiation of fin in this life, by works 
of penance, is rather apt to make a Man 
cateſul not to commit the leaſt fin, than ro 
take off the care of a good lite, And chough 
he be aſcertained by taith, that he may be 
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holpen by the charitable ſuffrages of the 
faithful living, yet this is no more encou- 

ent to him to ſin, than it would be to a 

thrift to run into debt, and be caſt into 
Priſon, becauſe he knows he may be relieved 
by the charity of his Friends. It he were ſure 
there were no Priſon for him, that would be 
an encouragement indeed to play the Spend- 
thriſt. And this is the caſe of the Proteſtants 
in their denyal of Purgatory. 

3. The ſincerity of Devotion, he lays, 4 
much obitruited by Prayers in a Language 
which many underſtand not. If he ſpeak of 
pow Prayers,all Catholicks are taught to 

iy them in their Mother Tongue: It of the 
publick Prayers of the Church, I underſtand 
not why it may not be done with as much 
ſincerity of devotion , the People joynin 
their intention and particular Prayers with 
the Prieſt, as their Embailador to God, as it 
they underſtood him: I am ſure the effects 
of a fincere devotion, tor nine hundred years 
rogether, which this manner of Worſhip 
produced in this Nation, were much differ- 
ent from thoſe we have ſcen ſince the reducing 
of the publick Licurgic into Engliſh, as is 
manifeſt trom thoſe Monuments, which yet 
remain of Churches, Colledges, Religious 
Houſes, &c. with their endowments, and in 
the converſion of many Nations from Hea - 
theniſm to Chriſtianity, effected by me la- 
urs 


( 29) 
bours and zeal of Engliſh Miſſionaries in 
thoſe times. cc. Bur this is a matter of Diſ- 
cipline, and ſo not to be regulated by the fan- 
cies of private Men, but the judgment of the 
Church and {> univerſal hath and — 
been both in the Primitive Greck and Latine 
Churches, and is till (by the confeſſion of 
the (Pro eſtant) Authors themſclves of the 
Bible of many Languages,Printed at London, 
Anno 1655+) in moſt of the Seas of Chri- 
ſtians, to have not only the Scriptures, but 
alſo the Liturgies and Rituals in a Tongue 
unknown, but to the Learned among them: 
that who will diſpute againſt it, muſt pre- 
parc himſelf to hear the cenſure of St. Ao- 
fin, Ep. 118. where he faith, That it & 4 
point 7 moſt inſolent madneſs, to diſpute whe- 
ther that be to be obſerved, which it frequent, 
by the whole Church through the World. 

4. He ſays, The ſincerity of Devotion is 
much obſtrutted_ by making the efficacy of Sa- 
craments depend upon olive 41mimſtration, 
whether our minds be prepared for them or not. 
In what Council this Doctrine was defined, 
I never read ; but as for the Sacrament ot 
Penance, which l ſuppoſ* he chiefly aims at, 
I read in the Council of Trent, Sef. 14. Falſo 
quidam calumniantur,That ſome do falſly ca- 
lumniate Catholick Writers, as if they taught 
the Sacrament of Penance did confer Grace 
without the good motion of the receiver, which 
the 
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the Church of God never taught nor thought, 
But I am rather inclined to look upon this 
as a miſtake, than a calumny in the Ob- 
jctor. 

5. He ſays, The ſincerity of Devotion is 
much obſtruted by diſcouraging the reading 
of Scriptures, which is our moſt certain Rule of 
Faith and Life. Here he calls the Churches 
prudential diſpenſing the reading of Scrip- 
ture to perſons, whom ſhe judges fir and 
diſpoſed for it, and rot to fuch whom ſhe 
judges in a condition to receive, or do harm 
by it, a diſcouraging the reading of Scrip- 
tutes ; which is no other than whereas St. 
Paul, Coloſſ. 3. 21. enjoyns Fathers not to 
provoke their Children, leſt they be diſcou- 
raged ; one ſhould reprove a Father for dif- 
couraging his Child, becauſe he will not put 
a Knie or Sword into his hands, when he 
toreſecs he wil do miſchicf with it to himſelſ 
or others z the Scriptures in the hands of a 
meck and humble Soul, who ſubmits its 
judgment in the interpretation of it to that 
of the Church, is a Sword to defend it: bur 
in the hands of an arrogant and preſumptu- 
ous Spirit, that hath no Gu: de to i: tet ptet it, 
but its own fancy ot paiſion, ic is 4 dange- 
tous Weapon, with which he will wound 
both himſe li and others. The firſt that per- 
mitted promiſcuous readiny of Sctipꝛ use in 
our Nation was King Henry the Eights and 
muy 
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many years were not paſſed, but he found 
the ill conſequences of itz for in a Book ſet 
forth by Him, in the Year 1542. he com- 
plains in the Pretice, That he found entred 
into ſome of his Peoples hearts an inclination to 
ſiniſter under flanding of it, preſumption, arro- 

ancy, carnal liberty, and contention : which 
Je compares to the ſeven worſe Spirits in the 
Goſpel, with which the Devil entred into the 
Houſe that was purged and cleanſed, Where- 
en he declarts, that for that part of the 
Church ordained ts be taught, (that u, the Lay 
People) it ought not to be denyed certainly, 
that the * of the Old and New Tefta- 
ment is not ſo neceſſary for all thoſe fo li, that 
of duty they eught, and be bound to read it; 
but as the Prince and Policy of the Realm (ball 
think convenient, ſo to be tolerated or taken 


from it. Conſonant whereunts, laith he, the 


Politick Law of our Realm, hath now reſlraim 
edit from 4 great many. This was the judge 
ment of him, who firſt took upon him the 
Title of Head of the Church of England; 
and if that ought not to have been followed 
in aftcr times, let the dire effects of ſo many 
new Sects and Fanaticiſms, as have riſen in 
England from the reading of it, beat witncls, 
For as St. cAvu/tin (ayes, 
Neque enim nate ſunt He» Tract.18.inTo, 
reſes; Hereſies have no 0 
ther Origen but hence, that the Scriptures which 
in 
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in themſel ves are good, are not well wnderitocd, 
and what is underſtood ami(s in them, is raſbly 
and boldly aferted,viz. to be the ſenſe of them, 
And now whether the Scriptures left to the 
private interpretation of every fanciful ſpirit, 
as it is among Proteſtants, be a moſt certain 
Rule of Faith and Liſc, 1 leave to your felt 
to judge. 

6. He ſays, The ſincerity of Devotion it 
much obſirutted by the multitude of ſuper ſti- 
tious obſervations never uſed in the Primiite 
Church, as he is ready to defend, he ſhould 
have ſaid to prove; for we deny any ſuch to 
be uſed in the Church, 

7. By the groſs abuſe of People in Par- 
dons and Indulgences. Againſt this, I can aſ- 
et as an eye-witneſs, the great devotion cau- 
{cd by the wholſome uſe of Indulgences in 
Catholick Countreys: there being no In- 
dulgence ordinarily granted, but enjoyns him 
that will avail himſelf of it, to conſe ſs his 
ſins, to receive the Sacraments, to pray, ſaſt, 
and give alms, all which duties are with 
great devotion performed by Catholick peo- 
ple. which without the incitement of an In- 
dulgencc,had poſibly been leſt undone. 

$. Fle ſays, The ſincerity of Devotion u 
much obſlruded, by denying the Cup to the 
Laity, contrary to the practice of the Church 
in the ſolemn celebration of the Fuchariſt for 
« Thcuſand Tears after Chriſt, This thouſand 
ycars 
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yeats aſtet Chriſt makes a great noiſe, as if 
it were not as much in the power of the 
Church a thouſand years after Chriſt, as: 
well as in the firſt or ſecond Century to al - 
ter and change things of their own nature 
indifferent, ſuch as the communicating under 
one ot both kinds, was ever held to be by 
Catholicks. But although the Cup were not 
then denyed to the Laity, yet that tte cuſtoni 
of receiving but under one kind was permit - 
ted, even in the Primitive Church, in private 
Communions, the Objector ſeems to grant, 
becauſe he ſpeaks only of the Adminifirati. 
on of it in the ſolema Celebrarion: and that 
it was alſo in uſe in publick Communions, 
is evident f-om Examples of that time, both 
in the Greek Church in the time of St. Chry - 
ſoſtome ; and of the Latin, in 
the time of St. Les che great. 

As for the pretended obſtru = 22.9 
Niceph. li. 13 6. 
Qion of Devotion, you muſt |, + roo. 
know Catholicks belicve thit 4. te Quad, 
under either ſp:cics or kind, 
whole Chriſt true God and Man is contain - 
ed and received; and it it be accounted an 
hindrance to devotion to receive the total te- 
ſection of our ſoul, though bat under one 
kind, what muſt it be to believe that | re- 
ceive him under neither, bur inftead of him 
have Elements of Bread and Wine? Surcly 
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Reverence and Devotion in us, than to be- 
lieve, that God himſelf will perſonally en- 
ter under our Rook, 

The Ninth Hinderance of the fincetity of 
devotion ic, that we make it in the power of 4 
perſon to diſpenſe in Out hs and Marriages con- 
grary to the Law of Ced. To this I anſwer, 
That ſome kind of Oaths, the condition of 
the Perſon and other Circomftances conſi- 
dered, may be judged to be hurtful, and not 
fit to be kept, and the diſpenſation in them 
is, no more than to judg or determine them 
to be fo: and conſ. quently to do this can- 
not be a hindcrance,but a furtherance to de- 
votiongnor is it contrary to the Law of God 
which commands nothing that's hurt ſul to 
be done, As for Marriages we acknowledge 
the Church may diſpenſe in fome degrees 
of Conſanguinity and Affinity but in nothing 
contrary to the Law of God. 

His Tenth pretended 0bſtruftion of Deve- 
tion is, that we make diſobedience to the Charch 
in DiſÞutable matters, more hainouws than dif- 
obedience to C r im wnqueitionable things, 40 
Marriage, he ſaith, in a Prieſt to be a greater 
crime than Fornication. I anſwer, That whe- 
ther a Prieſt may Marry or nolſuppoſing the 
Law of the Church forbidding it) is not a 
diſputable matter: but tis out of Queſtion, 
even by the Law of God, that Obedience is 
to be given to the Commands ot Prohibiti- 
009 
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ons of the Church: The Antithefis there- 
fore between diſobedience to the Church, 
in diſputable matters, and diſobedience to 
the Laws of Chriſt in unqueſtionable thirgs, 
is not only impertinent to the Marriage of 
Pricfts, which is unqueſtionably forbidden; 
but ſuppoſing the matter to remain d ſputa- 
ble after the Churches Prohibition,defiroys 
all obedicnce to the Church. But if it ſup- 
poſe them only diſputable before, then why 
may not the Church interpoſe her Judgment 
and put them out of diſpute ? 

But till it ſeems ſtrange to them, who ei- 
ther cannot or will not take the Word of 
Chriſt, that is, his Counſel of Chaſtity,thet 
Marriage in 4 Pri:ft ſhould be 4 greater (in 
than Fornication. Rut he conſiders not that 
though Marriage in it ſelf be honourable 
yet, if it be prohibitcd to a certain order of 


| perſons,by the Church to whomChrift him- 


lelf commands us to give obcdience, & they 
oblige themſelves by a voluntary vow to live 


nin perpetual chaſtity, the Law ol God com- 


—— to pay our Vos, it loſes its ho- 
uch per lons: and if contracted aſter 


ſach vow made, is in the language of the Fa- 


+ ther$,no better than Adultery. In the Primi- 


tiveCharch it was the cuſtom of ſome young- 
er Widdows to Dedicate themſelves to the 
Service of the Church,and in order therunto 


do take upon them a peculia- habit, and make 
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a vow of continency lor the ſuture. Now in 
cafe they marricd after this St. Paul himſelf, 
1 Tims, i. 12. ſuch, That they incurred Dams 
nation. becauſe by ſo doing, they made void 
thei firſt faith, that is, as the Fathers Ex- 
pound it, the vow they had made. And the 
ſoutin Council of Carthage, in which were 
214 Biſhops, and among them St. Ain 
gives the Reaſon in the ſe words y If Wroes 
who commit Adultery are guilty to ther Hel- 
bands, how much more ſhall ſuch Widdows as 
change their Religious State, be noted with the 
crime of Adultery And if this were fo in 
WidJdows, mich more in Pricfts,it by Mat- 
rying they ſhall make void their firſt Faith 
given to God, when they were conſ c ated in 
a m te peculiar manrer to his Service. 
Thus much may fſuthce for Anſver to the 
Argument, which with irs in:ricate terms 
may ſcem to puzzle an unkarned Reader, 
let us now ſpeak a word to the true ſtate of 
the C mrroverſy,which is whether Marriage 
or ſingle li e in a Prieſt be more apt to ob- 
ſirut or further devotion. And St. Pasl 
himſc!f hath dete tmined th: queſtion, 1 Cor, 
7. 32, where he Liith, He that is unmartid 
careth fur the things that belong to our Lord, 
how he may plcaſe our Lordy But he that is 
Marricd cateth for the things that are of the 
World, how he may plcaſc his Wife. This 
s the Citfercnce he puiteth between the Maw | 
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ried and Single life, that th is apt to make 
uscare for the things whichbelong to God 
and that to divert our thoughts trom him 
to the things of the World. Judge there» 
fore which of the ſe ſtares is moſt convenient 
for Prieſts, whole proper Office it is to at- 
tend wholly to the things of God ? 

Having thus cleared Catholick Dodrines 
from being any ways obſtructive to good life 
or devot ion, l ſhall proceed to his third Ar» 
gument, by which he will til prove that Ca» 
tholicks run a great haz ud ot their ſouls, in 
adhering ro the Communion of the Church 
of Rome, Becauſe it expoſeth the Faith of Chri- 
flians to ſo great uncertainty. This is a ſtrange 
charge from the Pen of a Proteſtant, who 
hath no other certainty for his faith, but cve- 
ry Mars interpretation of the Letter of the 
Scriptures. Bur, Firſt he faith it doth this, 
By making the Authority of the Scriptures to 
”_ upon the infallibility of the Church, 
when the Churches infallibiluy muſt be proved 
by the Scriptares. 

To this | Anſwer that the Authority of the 
Scripture, not in it ſelf, for ſo it hath its Au- 
thority from God ; but in order to us aad 
our belief of it, depends upon the infallibility 
of the Church. And therefore 
St. Auftin faith of himſelf, That Li. contr. 


| bewould not believe the Goſpel, Epiit. fund, 
| waleſs the CAnthority of the 
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Catholick Church did move lum. And if you 
ask him what moved him to ſubmit to that 
Authority ; he tells vou, That beſides the 
Wiſdom be found in the Tenets of the Church, 
there were many other ting which moit juſtly 
beld him in it : as the conſent of Propie and 
Nations, an Authority berun by Miracles, non- 
riſhed by Hope, increa( d by Charuy, and eff a+ 
bliſb:d by Antiquity, tie ſucceſſion of Prieſts, 
from the very Srat of St. Peter, to whom onr 
Lord commended the fec ding of his Sheep,un- 
to the preſent Biſhoprick. Laftly, The very 
name of Cathelick which this Church alone a+ 
mong ſo many Hereſies hath not without cauſe 
obruned fo particularly to her ſelf , that where 
4 all Hereticks would be called Cathelicks, yet 
if 4 ſtranger demand where the Catbolicks eo 
to Church, nene of thiſe Herti, dares to [brew 
either bu own Henle or Charch., Thele (ul 
KY; Auſt n 10 DDr ore it Wei diar bonds 
of the name if chi, do juſtly held be- 
lievins Man mi the Catiolick Charch Tile 
Mete he ground; Which moved that grcat 
Man to ſubmit to ler Authority: And when 
Catholick Authors prove the intallibility 
of the Church frum Scriptures, tis an At- 
pumcnt 4d buminew to convince Proteſtants 
who will admit nothing but Scripture, and 
yerwhen they are convinced quarrel at them 
as illogical Diſpurants, becauſe they prove 
it from Scripture. 
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Next he ſaith we overthrow all foundation 
of Faith, becauſe We will not believe dur ſen- 
ces in the plaineſt Ohje, of them. But what 
if God have inte. poſed his Authority, as be 
hath done in the ca{c ol the Euchariſt, where 
he tells us, that i u hu Body, mult we believe 
our ſences rather than God ? or muſt we 
not-believe them in other things, becauſe in 
the particulir caſe of the Euchar:it we muſt 
believe God, rather than var fences ? Both 
theſe conſequences you ſee are abſurd: Now 
for the calc it (If, in which he is ſtancet 
Dr. Taylor above cited conſeſſes, that they 
( viz. Catholicks } have 4 drvine Revelation 
(v, Chriſt's word, This is my Body) who/e 
Litteral and Grammatical ſence, if that ſence 
were intended, would warrant theme to ds t- 
lence to all the Sciene:s, is the Circle; but, 1 
add, it would be no precedent to them not 
to believe their ſences in other the plaineſt 
Objects of them, as in the mattet of Tradi- 
tion ot Chriſts Body after the Reſurrection, 

3. He faith that We expoſe Faith to great 
wncertainty, by denying ts Men the uſe of their 
Tudement and Reaſon as to matters of Faith 
propoſed by « Church, that is, we deny parti- 
cular Mens judgment, as to matters of faith, 
to be as good, if not better than the Chur - 
ches, and to infer from hence, that we make 
Faith uncertain, is juſt as if on the contra- 
ry one ſhould ſay, that Proteſtants make faith 
lc) 4 certain 
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certain by expoſing matter of faith determi- 
ned by the Church, to be diſcuſſed and te- 
verſed by the Judgment and Reaſon (or ra- 
ther Fancy) of every private Man. We have 
goud ftore of this kind of certainty in Eng- 
land. But as for the uſc of our Judgment 
andRealon,as to the matters themiclves pro- 
polcd by the Church, it is the daily buſineſs 
of Divincs and Preachers, not only to ſhew 
them not to be repugnant to any natural 
truth, but alſo toilluſtrare them with Argu - 
ments drawn from rcalun. But the uſe, he 
would have of reaſon, is | ſuppoſe, to believe 
nothing, but u hat his reaſon Can comprehend, 
and this is not only irrational in its (clf, but 
contrary to the Douctrin of St. Paul, where he 
commands us to captivate our undcritand- 
ings to the Obedience of Faith, 

4. He adds, We oxpo): faith to uncertainty 
by mH te cer. „eker ces to milking 
mew Artilcs of Faith, Ad this, it it weie 
true, uete lometting indgce to his purpoſc. 
Bur the Church never F* owred any foch 
power, in het General (CH un tls. bur o. ly to 
manitcit and eſtabliſh the Wottine teceived 
from het Fort- fathersy as is to be ſeen in the 
procems of all the Seſſions of the Council of 
Trent, where tne Fathers before they declare 
what is to be believed, ever premiſe that 
what they declare is the ſame they have re- 
ccavid by Tradition from the Apoſtles, And 
becauſe 


| 
a 
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(* 
becauſe it may happen that ſome particular 
Doctrin was not ſo plainly delivered to each 
part of the Chugch, as it happened in St. 
Cyprian's calc, concernitg the non-rebapri» 
tion of Hereticks, we acknuwledg it is in 
het power, te make that necefary to be believed 
which was net (6 before, not by inventing new 
Articles, but by declaring more — the 
Truths contained in Sctiptute and Tradition. 

Laſtly he faich,We expoſe Faith to great un- 
certarnty , becauſe the Church pretending to 
infallibility, dots not determine Controverſies 
on foot am ng our ſelves, As it taith could 
not be certain, unleſs all Controverſies - 
mong particular Men be determined, what 
then becomes of the certainty of Proteſtants 
faith, who could yet never find out a ſufhci- 
ent means to determin any one Controvetſie 
among them ? for if that means be plain Scti- 
p ure hat one ſudgeth plain, mother Judg- 
eth not ſo, and they acknowledg no Judg be- 
tween them to decide the Conttoverſic. As 
for the Catholick Church, it any Contro- 
verſies ariſe concerning the D xtrin delivers 
ed ( as ia St, Cyprian's calc) ſhe determines 
the controverſy by declaring what is of faith. 
And for other Controverſies which belong 
not to faith, ſhe permits, as St. Faul ſaith, e- 
very one to abound in his own fence. And 
thus much in Anſwer to his third Argument, 
by which, and what hath been [id to his ſor- 
mer 
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mer objections, it —— that he hath not at 
all proved what he aflerted in his ſecond An- 
ſwer to the fir ſt Qucſtion, viz, That all thoſe 
who are in the Communion of the Church of 
Rome ds run ſo great « hazard of their gal- 
vation that none who have 4 care of their ſoul; 
ht to embrace or continue in it, But he hath 
« third Anſwer for us, in caſe the former 
fails and it is, 
$. 10, That 4 Proteſtant leaving the Com- 
munion of the Proteflant Church doth incur 4 
eater guilt , than one who was bred up is 
the Church of Rome, and continues therein by 
iwvincible igngrance. This is the directeſt 
Anſwer he gives to the Queſtion, and what ir 
imports is this, That invincible Ignorance 
(and be doth not know what allowance God will 
male for that neuer) is the only Anchor 
which a C atholick hath to ſave bimſelf by, 
If by diſcourſing with Proteſtants, and read- 
ing their Books, he be not ſufficiently con- 
vinced whereas he ought in the ſuppoſition 
of the Anſwerer, to be fo, that the Letter of 
the Scripture as intetpretable by every pri- 
vate Mans reaſon, is a moſt certain Rule of 
Faith and Life y but is till over - ruled by his 
awn Motives (the ſame which held St. Ain 
in the boſome of the Catholick Church) he 
is guilty of wilful Ignorance,and conſequent 
ly a loſt Man; there is no hope of Salvation 
for him. Much lefs for a Proteſtant who ſhall 
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embrace the Catholick Communion, becauſe 
he is ſuppoſed (doubtlels from the ſime Rule) 
ts have ſufficient comvidtion of the Erronrs 
the Roman Church, or & gu of wilful e- 
rance tf he have it not, which is « dammable fin, 
aud wnrepemted of deſtroys ſalvation. So that 
now the upſhot of the Anlwer tu thc Queſti- 
on, Whether a Proteſtant embracing Catho- 
lick Religion upon the ſame motives, which 
one bred and well grounded in it, hath to re- 
main in it, may be cqually ſaved with him, 
comes to this, that they ſhill both be dam- 
ned though uncqually,becauſe the converted 
Catholick more decply, than he that wasbred 
ſore And now u ho can but lament the ſad con- 
dition of that great D. ctor and Father of the 
Church, and hicherto reputed Se. Au who 
te jecting the Mani hecſ pretended rule of Scri- 
pute, upon the atureſaid grounds, left their 
Communion to embrace theCommunion af 
the Church of Reme ? And what is become 
now of their diſtinction of points ſundamen - 
tal from not fundamental, which heretofore 
they thought ſuſſicient to ſecure bothCatho-» 
licks and Proteſtants Salvation, and to charge 
us with unconſcionable uncharicablencſs in 
not allowing them to be ſharers with us Tbe 
abſutdneſs of theſe conſequences may ſerve 
for a ſafhcjent conviction of the nullity of his 
third and laſt anſwer to the firſt Qieſtion. 

As for what he faith to the ſecond, 1 agree 


lo 
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ſo far with him, that every Chriſtian is bound 
to chooſe the Communion of the pureſt 
Church, but which that Church is,muſt be 
ſeen by the grounds it wa, prove the 
Dodrines it teaches,to have been delivered 
by Chriſt and his Apeſtles. That Church is 
to be judged pureſt which hath the beſt 
grounds : and conſequently it is of neceſſity 
to ſalvation to embrace the communion of it, 

Wlat then you are bound to do in reaſon 
and conſcience is, to ſet whichReligion ol the 
two,hath the ſtrongeſt Morives for it, and to 
embrace that as you will anſwer the contrary 
to God and your own foul. To help you to 
do this,and that the Anſwerer may have the 
leſs exception againſt them, I will give you a 
C atalogue of CatholickMorives' though not 
all neither) in the words of the ſote cited 
Dr. Taylor, advertiſing unly for brevity lake, 
I leave out ſome mention d by him, and that 
in theſe 1 ſet down, you alſo give allowance 
for ſome expreſſions of his, with which he 
hath mi ſ repreſented them: Thus then he, 
Liberty of Proph. Seck. 20, Speaking of Ca- 
tholicks, The brauty and Splendenr of their 
Church, their pompexs (he ſhould have ſaid 
folemn) Service; the ftatelineſs and ſolemnity 
of the Hierarchy, their Name of Catholick, 
which they ſuppoſe (he ſhould have ſaid, their 
very Adverſaries give them) as their own duc, 
and to concern no other Sei of Chriftians the 
Antiquity 
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Antiquity of many of their Doddrines (be 

ve 22775 the continual ſucceſſton of their 
B 


s, their immediate derivation from the 
p.m z their Title to ſucceed gt. Peter, the 
flattering (he ſhould have ſaid due)expreſſions 
of Minor Biſbops(he means in acknowledging the 
Pope head of the Church) which by being old 
records, have obtained credibility; the multi. 
tude and waritty of People which are of their 
fperſwaſiony apparent conſent with Amiquity in 
many Ceremonials, which other Churches have 
rejected j and 4 pretended, and ſumtimes (he 
ſhould have ſaid always) apparent conſext with 
ſome elder Ages in matters Deftrinal z The 
great cenſert of one part with another in that 
which molt of them affirm to be de fide ( 
Faith) The great differences which are com- 
menced among their Adverſaries, abuſing the 
laberty of Prophecying into a very great licews 
tiouſneſs ; Their happineſs of being Inflruments 
in converting divers | he ſhould ratler have 
ſaid of alt) Nations, The pitty and auſ erity of 
their Religions gd of Men and Women y 
The fingle life of 4btir Prieſls and Biſhops, the 
ſeverity of their Faſts, and their exteriour 46. 
ſervances, the great reputation of their ff Be 
ſhops for faith and ſanity ; the known holineſs 
of ſome of thoſe pr (ons, whoſe inflitutes the re- 
ligious perſons pretend te imitate, the oblique 
Arts and indirett proceedings of ſame of theſe 
who d parted from them, and among it many 6» 
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ther things the names of Herttick and Schiſma- 
nick which they with infinite pertinacity ( he 
Real have ſaid, upon the ſame grounds the 
Fathers did) faſlen upon all that diſagree from 
then. Theſe things, 42 he, and divers other: 
way very taſily perſwade perſons of much rea- 
n, and mort piety to retain that which they 
knew to have been the Religion of their Fore» 
fathers,which had actually pr (ſeſſion and ſeizure 
Mens under landings before the oppoſite pro- 
Non (to wit, of Proteſtant, Prezbyterian, 4 

nabaptiſt &c. ) had name. 

Thus Dr. Taylor, an eminent and leading 
Man among the Proteſtants ; and if he 
confeſs that theſe Motives were ſufficient for 
a Catholick to retain his Religion,they muſt 
be of like force to perſwade a dif-interefſed 
Proteſtant to embrace it, unleſs rhe Prote- 
ſtants can produce Motives for their Religi- 
on of greater, or at leaſt equal force, with 
—— ſo great a Man among them con- 

eth, that Catholicks have for theirs, Here 
therfore you muſt call vp the Author of 
the Paper you ſent me to produce a Cata- 
logue of grounds ot at leaſt ſome ore ground 
for the Proteſtant Religion of greater ot e- 

nal force with all theſe : And as Dr. Taylor 
aith,divers others which he omitted, vig. 
The Scrip:ure interpreted by the conſent of 
Fathers, the determination of GenetalCoun- 
cils, the known Maxime of Cathhlicks, that 
nothing 


(47) 

pothing is to be believed of Faich, but whar 
was received from theirFore-fathers as han- 
ded down from the ApoſtleszThe teſtimony 
of the preſent Church, of no leſs Authority 
now, than in St. As#in's time, both for the 
Letter and the ſence of the Scripture, Fe. Do 
this,and the Controverſie will quickly be at 
an end. Particular diſputes ate endleſs, and 
above the underſtanding of ſuch, as ate not 
learned ; but in grounds and principles, tis 
not ſo hard for Reaſon and common fence to 
Judge, That you may the better do it in 
your caſe, I ſhall deſite you to rake theſe 
two Cautions along with you: 

Firſt, That the Subje& of the preſent 
Controvetſie, ate not thoſe Articles in which 
the Proteſtams agree with us, and for which 
they may pretend to produce the ſame Mo- 
tives, we do: But in thoſe in which they 
diſſent from us, ſuch as are ws Tranſubſtan- 
Hation, ns Purgatory, no honour dat to images, 
* Invocation ro Saint, and the like, in winch 
the very Eſſence of Proteſtant, as diſt inc 
rom Catholick, conſiſts, What Motives 
they can or will produce for theſe. I do not 
fore-ſee : The pretence of Scripcures bei 
ſufficiently plain.hath no place here,becaule 
then the foreſaid Negatives would be necel- 
lary to be belicved as divine Truths. 
for their own Reaſon and Learning, it will 
be found too light when put into the Scale 


againſt 
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againſt that of the Catholick Church for ſo 


many Ages. 

42 Caution is, That you be care» 
ful ro diſtinguiſh between Proteſtants pro- 
ducing grounds for their own Religion, and 
finding fault with ours. An Atheiſt can ca- 
vil and find fault with the grounds which 
learned Men bring to prove a Deity, ſuch as 
are the Order of this viſible World, the ge- 
neral conſent of Nations, Fc: In this an A- 
theiſt thinks he doth ſumewhat; But can 
he produce as good or better grounds tor his 
own Opinion ? No, you ſe then *tis one 
thing to produce grounds for what we hold, 
and another to find fault with thoſe which 
are produced by the — art. The lat · 
tet hath made Controvetſie 4 and the 
former will make it as ſhort 3 let the An- 
ſwerer therefore inſtead of finding fault with 
our Motives produce his own for the Ar- 
ticles in Controverſie, and I am conſident 
you will quickly diſcern which carry the 
molt weight, — conſe quently which ate tu 
be pteſe tied. 
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CHAP.L 


The Firit and Second Anſwer to the Firſt Ne- 
lion, (hewn not pertinent. Neceſſity of Come 
munion with the Church of Rome proved y 
and his Charge of Idolatry overthrown by hi 
own Principies, 


9. Hocver conſiders how 
Dr. Stifinefleet in his 
Anſwer to the Two Quce 
filens, has engag'd himſelf and his Advet- 
ſary ia Seventeen or — che moſt — 

teri 
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terial Controver fies between Catholicks and 
Proteſtants, beſides innumerable others of 
leſſer concern, which together with the for- 
mer have ſwell'd his Rejoynder to a ſhort Pa- 
per, into 4 large Book ; will not very cafily 
tree him upon his own word, from being 
fond of the practiſe of the Noble Science 6 
Comtroverfie, or, as his Friend Dr. T. calls 
it, The Bleſſed Art of Eternal Wrangling : 
eſpecially, if he reflect how eaſie ml; 
ous the Anſwer was to the Queitions them- 
ſelves, without running into farther Di- 
ſputes: To the Firſt, by ſhewing that the 
AMotrves which arc ſufficient to ſecute the 
Salvation of ene bred up and well-grounded 
in Catholick Religion, are not ſufficient to ſe- 
cure the ſalvation of ene bred up in the Pro- 
teſtani, who convinced by them ſhould em- 
brace the Cathelick. To the Second, by 
ſhewing the Motrves for Communion with 
the Proteſlaxt Church, to be greater and 
ſtronger than theſe for the Romany and there- 
fore that to be neceſſarily embraced before 
this it being agreed between us, that it is 
of neceſſity to ſalvation to be a Member of ſome 
Ait inet Church. This had been a ready way 
to put an end to the Diſpute, and give Satis- 
fattion to the Reader z and this had been 
ſufficient j our Aſſent to the Articles in con- 
trovetſie, depending upon the ſtrength of 
the Motives : But to multiply —.— 
| without 


—— 
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without cauſe, withour end, and without 
bringing them to Grounds and Principles, 
as it is no good Argument to prove a man 
not to be fond of Controverſic, ſo all the S 
tisfaFion the Reader is likely to gather from 
it, is a deſþcir of being ever ſatisfied, When 
therefore the Doctor lays he had ns other end 
in this increaſe of Controverſies, but to let bis 
Proteſtant Reader ſee there could be no reaſon to 
forſake the Communion of that Church; it is 
much like, as if a Mother, to deter her Son 
from travelling into other Conntries, ſhould 
tell him there was 2 great Sea between, full 
of Rocks and Pirates, and no Veſſel ſtrong 
enough to venture over : Beſides, that the 
Countrey whither he was going ſwarmed 
with Bears and Lions, This is one way to 
let him ſee there could be no reaſon to think 
of leaving his Native Countrey 3 and this 
is the Merhod generally purſucd by our Ad- 
verſaries, for want of ſound Principles, to 
retain their Adherents in their Communion, 
to make the dangers and difficulties they ate 
to lacountet With in that of the Reman, ſcem 
Nluperable, and therefore beſt for them to 
fit down contented where they are. Bur 
what if all the dangers and difficulties be 
raiſes, prove but Bughears and Scare-Crow: ? 
This I hope by GOD's Grace to make ap- 
pear in the following Treatiſe, 
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$ 2, His firſt Anſwer to the firſt Queſtion, 
was that an equal capacity of Salvation of 75 
perſons ſuppoſed, not onely in order to à ſafer 
Church, but in two ſeveral Churches ſuppoſed 
equally ſafe, can be no argument to forſake the 
Communion if the one for the ether. To this, 
I reply'd, that the Anſwer was altogether 
impertinent to the Queſtion, the Controver ſie 
not being between two perſons compared with s 
third in a ſafer Church, nor yet between two ſe- 
veral Churches ſuppoſed to have in them an 
2 capacity / Salvation, but between 4 Ca- 
tholick bred ſo and a Proteitant converted to be 
fo, whether the later, having the ſame Motive 
with the former, may not equally be ſaved with 
him ? To what purpoſe then was it to talk 
of an equal _ ſuppoſed in two perſons com- 
pared with athird in a much ſaſer condition, er 


in two ſeveral Churches compared to one ane» | 


ther ; unleſs it were to make his Reader be- 
lieve that a ſuppoſed poſſibility of Salvation in 
the Catholick Church, was uſcd by me as 
2 ſofficient Argument to embrace its Com- 
munion ? Whereas his own telling the Per- 
fon concerned, that however Catholicks who 
were bred ſo, might be ſaved; yet a Perſon 
leaving the Proteſtant Communion for the 
Catholick, could Not be Saved in it, 
was that which occoſfion'd the Queſtion. 
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A weak but common Artifice of the Doctor 
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and his Party, to deter Perſons from embra- 
ci the Catholick Communion ; when yet 
the more genuine Sons of the Ctu ch of 
England are not ſo cruel as todamn all thoſe 
who embrace it. The Anſwer then was u 
thing to the purpoſe of the Queſhrong and this 
himſelf ſeems to acknowledge, when he a ids 
Whether it were to the ge i ion or no, be i ſure 
it was very much to the purpoſe, for which this 
Controver(ie was firſt ſtarted. And then ha- 
ving gotten this loop hole, he beſeeches the 
Perſon who had propoſed the Queſtion, to 
propoſe another, and if not for her own ſake, 
yet for his to inſiſt upon, that he may know one 
reaſon at leafs, why the Believing all the Ancient 
Creeds, and leading a Good Life, may not be 


| ſufficient to — waleſs one be of the Com- 


munion of the Church of Rome. And this, he 
lays, he cannot yet procure, though he have of- 
tex requeſted it, Here himſelf is afraid he 
may be thowrht to digreſs ; but fo carncft a 


| requeſt mu not be denicd. 


$3. I remember 1 promiſed to ſpeak 


| to this Point when it ould be proper, 
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the preſent purpoſe yz when upon his Grant, 


(viz. in handling the ſecond Queſtion [Whe- 
ther it be meceſſary to be a Member of ſome di- 
Hine Church? ] where it came in order) 
and I did fo, (though my Adverlary rakes 


no not ice of it here) as far as was pertinent to 
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that A Chriſtian by vertue of his being fo, 


i bound to joyn in ſome Church, and to chuſe 
the Communion of the pureſt z I ſubjoy 
that that Church was to be judged the pureſt, 
which had the flrongeſt Motroes for it : 
then laid down a Catalogue of ſuch weighty 
Metives for the Roman Catholick, allowed 
by Dr. Tayler * : To which I added, That 
ncither luniſelf in his Defence, nor Dr. Tay- 
lor when be had a mind to invalidate them, 
roduced any thing to weigh againſt them, 
— a few 7 inſcl- words, and one Scripture- 
Teſtimony, interpreted by and according to 
their own Fancy. Having done this * 
ſing Jo Triumphe, that [Thou ſhalt not wor- 
ſhip any graven Image ] will out- wergh all the 
beſt and faireſt Imaginations of the Roman 
Church, And now let the Reader judge 
whether he had any reaſon to ſay, that be 
could not procure an Anſwer to thu Queſtion, 
though he had often requeſted it. 
$ 4, But becauſe he ſeems ſo little ſatisfied 
with this Anſwer, as to take no notice of it, 
I ſhall now enforce it farther with this Ar- 
ument ad hominem. There was in the 
orld before Lather, a diſtin& Church, 
whoſe Communion was necefary to Salvati- 
on 3 But this was not the Prote#ant : There- 
fore it was the Rowan, The Major is evi- 
dent from his own Conceſſion; that 4 Chri- 
ian, by virtue of his being ſo, 1 bound to jens 
in 
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in ſome diftinit Church which is not poſſi- 
ble, it there be not ſuch a diſtin Church 
to joyn with. The Minor alſo, that this was 
wot the Proteſtant, is maniſeſt, becauſe before 
Luther there was no ſuch Chusch in the 
World diſtinct from the Rom. It fol- 
lows therefore (the Qicſtion between him 
and us being of the neceſſity of Communion 
either with the Reman, or with the Prote- 
ſtant) that of the two, the Roman Church 
was, and ſtill is, (as remaining ftill the 
ſame) chat Church whoſe Communion is 
neceſſary to Salvation. 

$ 5. Again, taking the term Reman Church, 
not one ly for the particular Diecefi of Rome, 
but for the Churches alſo in Communian 
with it, as the Head. as we generally take 
it in this Controverſie ; nothing can render 
her Communion not neceſſaty to Salvation, 
but either Hereſfe, that 15, an adheſion to 
ſome private or ſingular Opinion or Erraur 
in Faith or Schiſm, that is a ys from 
former Feclefiaſtical Unity, Fot the fitſt, 
my Adverſary himſelf ( Rar. Account, p. 53. 
acknowledges (as 1 ſhall ſhew before I end 
this Chapter) the Church of Rome to be- 
lieve af te ſame Articles of Faith with the Pro- 
tefkant, and that the Points in which the Pro- 
teflant differs from the Rowan, arc wot Arte» 
cles of Faith; conſequently, the Oppaiite 
Tenets to them, can be no Errours in Faith 
B 4 with 


(8) 

with him. And for the ſecond, if he will 
make the Church of Rome guilty of Schiſa, 
he muſt aſſign ſome other diſun Church 
(then at leaſt in being) from whoſe Unity 
ſhe departed ; which I think was never pre- 
tended, I am ſure can never be performed. 
As for the Charge of Cauſal Schiſm, that 
is, the Churches having given juſt cauſe for 
Separation (the common plea of all Separa- 
tiſts) by Impeſing, as is pretendedy New Ar- 
ticles of Faith, and ſome of them [dplatroue x 
as it implies an acknowledgment of the Fact 
of Schiſm, that is, of breaking Church Unity, 
to be on the Proteſtants ſide: fo till the Ac- 
cuſation be made good, and judged ſo by 
ſome other more competent Judge than 
themſclves, they ſtand arraigned of the 
Crime of Schiſm alſo, for breaking Commu- 
nion with the Church of Rome. 

$ 6.Laſtly,not to ſpend too much time in a 
Diereſſion, and yet ſatisſie his deſire, (and if 
not his, the Readers) why the Believing all the 
Antient Creeds, and leading « Good Life may 
not be ſufficient to Salvation, unleſs one be of the 
Communion of the Church of Rome: 1 argue 
thus A Chriſtian by virtue of his being ſo, 
is bound to be of the Communion of that 
Church which evidently was the true one, 
and the pureſt, until it be as evidently at leaſt 
(if not more evidently) proved not to be ſo: 
for otherwiſe he wrongs both his Reaſon and 
Conſci- 


(9) 
Conſcience, if he leave a greater evidence; 
and adhereto à leſſer. But the Roman Church, 
as comprehending all thoſe in Communion 
with her, by the Teſſimeny not only of S. Paul 
Rom. c. 1. and c. 16.) but of the whole Chri- 
ſtian World of all ge was evidently once 
the onely true Church of Chriſt, and conſe» 
qently the Pereſt ; and neither hath nor can 
be u evidently, much leſs wore evidently, 
proved not to be ſo ſtill, fince the Teſtimo- 
ny of thoſe whodo or will deny it, isincoms 
parably ſhort of the former. Therefore a 
Chriſtian, by virtue of his being ſu, is bound 
to be of the Communion of the Roman 
Church. 


17. Having thus not — given one but mort 
Reaſons to his Demand (which L heartily pra 

may do him good, becauſe he — 2 
catneſtly to know them) I cannot but re- 
: flet how ſpeciouſly ſocver it hath been hi- 
therto pretended / againſt the Church of 
Rome, that the believing all the Ancient Creeds, 
and leading a Good Life, is all that is neceſſary 
to Salvation ; yet now there is more required 
by him, viz, to joyn in ſome Church or Congre- 
gation of Chriſtians, by virtue of a mans bee 
ng a Chriſtian, and that he is bound to chuſe 
the Communion of the Pureſt Church, by which 
| will ſuppoſe at preſent he means the 
Church of England. I hope I may without 


| | offence take the ſame liberty with him, 


which 


(10) 'L 
which he did with me, and deſire, if not 
for my own ſake, at leaſt for the ſatisſaction 
of the Presbyterians, CA nabaptifts, and other 
Separated Congregations, to know one Rex- 
ſon from him, - believing all the An- 
cient Creeds, and leading a Good Life, may 
not be ſufficient to Salvation, unleſs one be 
of the Communion of the Church of Ex- 
land! I conſeſs I may be miſtaken to ſup- 
poſe him to mean by the pureſt Charch , the 
Clurch of England: It is not improbable, 
as will appear in the following Diſcourſe, 
that he means that of the Prerbyterians ; but 
let him mean which be will, it comes all 
to the ſame paſs. I leave him to ſatisſic «l 
other Sectarics, why they ate bound, by vi- 
tue of their Chriſtianity, to joyn in eit he- 
of 4hoſe two Congregations ; or if not in 
them, in any other which he fancies to be the * 
pere. Which doney 1 to his de. 
cond Anſwer to the Firſt ion, very fitly 


called by him the main buſinef, becauſe it 
ſerves him as a Foundation to raiſe ſo many | 
Controverſies upon, as by his manner o 
treating them, may frighten any one that 
ſhall but look toward the Reman Church, 
into deſpair of cver getting out of ſo intri 
care a Labyrinth, 


$. 4. Ha 
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$ 8, His ſecond Anſwer to the Frſt Que- 


tion, was, That all thoſe who are in the Cam- 
munion of the Church of Rome, do run ſo great 
Nr d of their Salvation, that none who 

4 care of their Souls, ought to embrace it, or 
continue in it, becauſe they muſt be guilty either 


' of Hypecriſie or Idolatry, ſins inconſiſtent with 


Salvation. This, I ſaid, was as little pertinent 
to the Queſtion, as the former y for, though 
it be ſuppoſed that none ought to embr ace or con- 
tine in the Cathalick Church, by reaſon of the 
great hazard, he ſaith, they run of their gal- 
vation ; yet if they do embrace it, why may they 
not be equally ſaved, that is with equal hazard ? 
To this he returns, that he is amazed I ſbeuld 
ſay this Anſwer of his was not pertinent to the 
Lueition, if the Queſtion were propounded fot 


' any ones ſatisfattion, that doubted, which Chur- 


ches Communion it were beſt to embrace. And 
who can chuſe but be more med at this 
Reply, which gives no ſatisfaRtion at all to 
the Queſtion? For the Queſtion, ſu 

ling the ſame Motives, and con — — 
equal capacity, ot hazard (as he will have it) 
of Salvation in two perſons, what anſwer is 
it to the Queſtion, whether they may not 
equally be ſaved, though with hazard, to 
lay the hazard they run is very great : And 


pet ot 573 pages his Book contains, no leſs 


than 544 O them te ſpent upon this ſub- 
KM, Tarts F 1 
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1 added farther, That this Anſwer of his 
implied a Contradiction, in aflerting, that 


all thoſe of the Catholick Communion do run in- 


deed 4 great hazard of their Salvation, and 
then — for —, of this Aſſertion, 
that they mwit be guilty of Hypocriſie or I dola- 
, fins inconſiſtent with Salvation: Which 
reduced into plain terms, is no other but to 
ſay, they may be ſaved, — with danger, 
and yet indecd they cannot 

To ſalve this Contradiction, he runs to a 
pretended ſuppolition of wilful embracing or 
continuing in Hypocriſie er Idotatry, fins (it un- 
repented of ) inconſi tent with Salvation : But 
this Salve is not at all proper for the Sore, 
ſince if the Motives convince the Underfſtan- 
ding, and the Perſons be fincere, as the 
Queſtion ſuppoſes , there cannot with any 
ſhew of Reaſon be any thing of wilfulnef 
— — in the Caſe. The Anſwer then was 
not 


ng to the purpoſe of the Qgeſtion 3 bur | 


onely that it might ſerve him for an occaſion 
to bring the whole Body of Controverfie into 
the Field, and give a treble Charge of Idolatry 
againſt the Church of Rome, Vize in worſhip- 
ping of Images, Adoration of the Hoſt, and In- 
vocal ion of Saints, There want not Learned 
and Eminent men of the Church of England, 
who think the Charge to be over great; and 
there needs no more than his own Principles to 
make the Aral of his Proofs appear ot 
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ſaved at all, 
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too inferiour an Ali to beat it. Which 
thus I ſhew. 


$ 9. Ia his Rational Account of the Grounds 

of Proteftant Religion, pag.54. he lays down 
the tate of the difference berween the Church 
of Rome and the Church of England, in theſe 
words: The Church of Rome impoſeth new 
Articles of Faith to be believed as necefpary to 
Salva.ton. But the Church of England 
makes no Articles of Faith but ſuch as have the 
Teftimony and Approbation of the whol: Chri- 
ian World of all Ages, and are acknowledged 
tobe ſuchby Rome it ſelf, and in other things 
(as that no Veneration is due to Images, the 
Bread is not Tranſubſtantiated into the Bo- 
dy of Chriſt, Saints are not to be invoca- 
ted, &c.) ſhe requires ſubſcription to them, 
not 4 Articles of Faith, but as inferiour 
Truth; ; or as Dr. Bramball, (Lord Primate 
of Ireland. alledged by him) calls them, Fiaus 
Opinions, fitted for the preſervation of Wnity g 
not, lays he. that we oblige any man to believe 
them, but onely nat to oppoſe or contra dict them. 
This then is the Baſis and Foundation he lays 
of his Rational Account of the Ground: of the 
Proteſtant Religion, that no Doctrine of the 
Proteflant Religion, as it differs from that of 
the Roman, is an Article of Faith; that is, 
that no Proteffant believes, ot if he do, he 
ought not to belicve, as 2 matter 0; Faith, 
that 


bis Saints are not to be honoured, that t 
fance of the Bread us not changed into the Body 
of Chriſt, that the Saints in Heaven are not to 

t invoked to pray for w: Nay all that he is 
obliged to by the Church of _ is nt 
to oppoſe ot contraditt them. This being ſo, 
let us now ſec what follows from this 


ne. 

1, It follows that the Church of Rome 
does not etre againſt any Article of Faith; 
becauſe the Church of England. as he faith, 
makes no Articles of Faith, but ſuch as are ac- 
knowledged to be ſuch by Rome 11 95 

240, It follows, that himſclt does not 
believe any of theſe Points to be Articles of 
Faith, , That Feneration it not to be given 
to Holy Images, that Adoration is not 1 be 85 
ver to the — — that the Saints are not 
to be invecated y becauſe to be Articles of 
Faith with him, they muſt have the Teſtimony 
and Approbation of the whole Chriſtian World 
of all Ages, and be acknowledged to be ſuch 
by Rome it ſelf. 

3dly, It follows, that aſter all this buſtle 
to make the Church of Rome guilty of Idola- 
try, in theſe very Points of Yeneration of Im- 
ges, &c, For ought any Man knows, himſelf 
gives 30 interiour aſſent to any of the fore- 
mentioned Toncts, not even as to Inferiour 
Truths, or Pious Opimons, becauſe the * 
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that the Images (for example) of ay and © 
ſub- © 
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of England, as he cites out of Dr. zrambell, 
© doth not oblige any Man to believe them, but 
. only not to oppoſe or contradidſ themy and it is 


(rs) 


not likely he deſets more to the Church of 


' England, than ſhe obliges him too. 


4thly and laſt ly, It follows, that his charge 


of Idolatry againſt the Church of Rome is 


vain and ground lc ſs, ſot I dolatry being an Er- 


reur againſt the moſt Fundamental P of 


Faith, and the Church of Rome according to 


bim, not erring againſt «xy Article of Faith, 
tis evident, that to charge the Church of 


© Kome with Idolatry, muſt according to hu 
| own Principles be the moſt groundleſs, unres · 
ſonable, and contradictory proceeding in the 


| World, Burt it is time now to come to par- 


>#ticulars y onely I muſt not omit to deſire 


— 


every indifferent Reader to te flect, and judge 
whether Dr. Stilling fleet, to render the Do- 
cttine of the 39. Articles, digeſtible to the 
moſt ſqueamiſh ſtomack of the niceſt Non- 
conformiſt, have not done a notable pi 


ol ſervice to the Church of England in de- 


grading ſo many of them as arc net acknow- 
ledged by the Church of Rome (although they 
de eſteemed the diſtinRive badg of the pu- 
my of the Church of England] from the 
Gignity of being Articles of Faith, into a lows 
er Claſle of Inferiour Truths, as he calls them 

which neither himſlf nor any Body elle 
know, whether they have a grain of wa 10 
* em, 
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them, ot no and conſequently are not bound 
to believe them ? Nay, does he not under- 
mine the Church of England both in her D.. 
Grine and Governmem ? In her Doctrine, by 
freeing her Subjects from any obligation of 
interiour believing her Articles ( in which 
ſhe differs from the Church of Rome) to be 
ſo much as Inferiour Traths; In her Govers 
ment, by expoſing her Ordination to be in- 
vaded without ſcruple, by ſuch as in their 
hearts judg it Anti-Chriitian, when he tells 
them, her Senſe is to oblige them no farther, 
than not to oppoſe or contraditt it ? Was it 
not worth the while to tend aſunder the 
Peace of Chriſtendom for « Company of 
Opinions , which (though Dr. — call 
them Piowr) yet the greater part of Chriſtian; 
both in the Eaft and Weſt for many Ages 
have, and do condemn for Impions and Na- 
lemon ? Is not this a very Rational, or rt 
ther (as Mr, F. S. cxpounds the word) a v& 
ry Reaſonable Account of the Ground: of 
Proteitant Religion ; and a rare way of juſti- 
fying her from the Guilt of Schiſm ? Sure 
he never thought of charging the Church oi 
Rome with Idolatry, when he laid ſuch ſandy 
Principles for his Foundation: Pronciples c 
fo brittle a temper, that it was not poſſible 
they ſhould bear ſo great a Charge, without 
breaking and diſchargim upon himie li. 


l. 
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—_ 


CHAP, IL 


Dr. Ss chief Arqument ts prove the Church 
of Rome guilty of Idolatry, examined 1 and 
bis Prepoſierous ways of argaing laid open, 


8. * is a known laying of St. lrenew, 

and St. Hierom, (F. ad Creſiphont,) 
[peaking of thoſe, who ler up their own fane 
cies, in oppoſition to the Dodtrine of the 
Church, that to lay open what they hold, is ta 
refute it g and certainly it was never more 
true, than in the ſubject of the preſent De- 
bate concerning tie Yeneration of Images,the 
very light of natare caching, that the hanour 
or aiſhonger, done to 2 Mart or lunge te- 
les upon the Perſon ic preſe ted by it, This 
Proteſt ants themſelves contels in civil mat - 
ters, as in the Piſtare or Imare of the King 
in order to his Perſony and did hey not core 
rupt themſelvt un theſe thing; whic h they 4 
naturally, they could not but acknowledg the 
lame in the Image of Chrift, and his Ja, 
in order to them, For, is it in honour to tis 
King, to kiſs his P. cure f and, is Ii not th 
like to 70 to put off our Hats, or 
before Hit Was it 3 diſhongur to the x 

us 
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Souldiers did in the late times, as they 
march'd alung the Streets ? And was it gent 
to Chriſt, to have his Image bor'd through 
with hot Irons, as he was repreſented riſing 
from the Grave upon Cheapſide Croſs # A 
Man would think there needed no more but 
the lacht of Nature and Common ſenct to de- 
cide this C ontroverſie x and yet the Doctot 
will needs ſuſtzin, that the — given to 
the Images of Chriſt and his Sau, docs not 
redound at all to chewy but is fo far from 
that, that it is no other than dow right 
I dolatry, 


$, 2. How vain and groundleſs (to ſay no 
more) this Aﬀertion of his is, Ihave alrea- 
dy ſhewed in the foregoing Chapter, which 
may ſerve for a full and juſt Refutation of 
all he brings to juſt iſie his Charge of 1dola- 
try, not onely in this matter of Feneration of 
Images, but alſo of the Adoration of the B. C. 
crament, and Invocation of Sant In regard 
none of the contrary Teners are with him 
Arcen of Faith ; nay heprofefles himſelſ 
not obliged to give any interiour Aſſent to 
them fo much as to inferionr Traths, or Picw 
Opinions, Bur left he ſhould rake this Com- 
pendious way of Refuting, by bringing things 
to Ground: and Principles, for none at all, (as 
his very well. aſſured Friend Dr. Tillotſon docs 
wich my demon/trating Fricad, as be — 


(19) 
him, — S. after two Books ſet forth by 
him in anſwer to his Rele of Faith, viz. his 
Letter of Thanks, and Faith vindicated) to 
remove, I ſay, the very Temptation of any 
ſuch · like vapouring pretence from my Ad- 
verſary, I ſhall take the pains to examine 
and anſwer (with as much brevity as his 
prolixity will permit) the particular Argu- 
ments with which he endeavours to under- 
prop his tettering becauſe groundlefs Charge 
of 1delatry. 


$. 3. In order hereunto, I ſhall firſt ſet 
down what itis that the Catholick Church 
teaches concei ning the Venctation of Ima» 
ges, and thus it ſtands recorded in the laſt 
General Council at Trent, (Conc. Trident. 
Nei. 25.) vize That the Images of Chriſt, and of 
the Bleſſed Vir gin Mother of God, and of other 
Sunts, are to be kept and reſerved eſpecially in 
Churches, and due Honour and Veneration to 
be gives to them not {or that any Divinity or 
Virtue is believed to be in them, or that any 
thing is to be led of them or axy confidence to 
be placed in them, as was anciently done by the 
Heathens, who put their truſt in Idols, but be- 
cauſe the honour which i exhibited to the Ima» 
er, wreferr'd to the Prototype, or thing repre- 
fented by them : $0 that by the Images which we 

bf, and before which we kneel, or put 
our Hats, we adore Chriſt, and reverence bu 
CG 3 Suu, 
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Saints, whem the ſaid Images repreſent. This + 
is whar the Council 1caches, and the import 
of it is, that we may lawfully (and thereture 
our up n occaſion) to put oft our Hats, 
or kneel before the Images of Ct and his 
Sams, wich intent the te by to adere him, and 
reverence them ; and this is what the Cour 
cil cails (moſt contormably to the Light of 
Naturc and Rel gion) the giving of due Hr 
nur and Veneratinnio Imagts, bur Dr. $059, 


(molt icpuznantly to bo. bi [dolatry. 


5.4 To maintain this Charge, he lays 
down a pt ion, which I fai d imply'd a 
Conradidtion, viz- that in the worſtup of God 
by Images, the worſhip due to God terminated 
why hy FT. the Cee. For what ALTILE) 
Contradiction,than that it ſhould be the wer» 
ſh'p of Grd, and yet be terminated wholly wn 
the Creature ? What he brings in his Ex- 
cuſe (p.57.) is a pretence that God hath 
forbidden it ' ler the Netten of Idelatry, and 
Mat the t 7 vp which God calls by the name of 
1delatry, and its be mg terminated wholly on the 
Creature, are but the ſime thing in other 
words, And what is this in effect, but to 
tell us firſt, that it is 1dolatry, becauſe it it 
wholly terminated on the Creature ; and then 
agnn, that it is wholly rermunated on the Crea 
tere \ becauſe it is Idolatry e A very proper 
deleace ſor ſuch a Cauſe ! And from henee 


Dr. 
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D. Tillotſon m iy note that the uſe of Iden- 
tical Propoſitions is not ſo deſpicable and tai - 
culoa ay he would mate it ; but rather the 
moſt expedite way for Dr. Sr, to reconcile 
the Terms of the greateſt Contradiction. 
But to the matter it ſelt 1 ſhall ſpeak more 
anon, Let us now ſee how he proves this 
main Propoſition, [ viz. Ia the worſhip of God 
by Images, the worſhip ave to God, is terminated 
wholly ow the Creature, } The worſhip, {lath he, 
(p.4.) which God himſelf denics te recerve, 
muſt be terminated on the Creature : But God 
himſelf in the ſccond Commandment, not onely 
denies to recerve it, but threatens ſeverely to 
puniſh them that grve it : Therefore u cannot be 
terminated on God, but ouely on the Image. 


6. 5, This is the terrible Argument, by vir- 
tue of which he pailes the Sentence of Eter- 
nal Damnation upon 14 thoſe who are of the 
Communion of the Church of Rome, if they te- 
pent not of their aderins Chriſt by putting off 
their hats, or kneeling before bus Image. And 
that the Reader may lee with what Fuitice 
and Charity he does it, beſote I proceed to ex- 
amine particulars, I ſhall convene his own 
Conſcience, to declare to the World, what 
ind of Argument he judges thi tu be, If 
onely Topical, or Probable, what anſwer will 
he give to th: Great Fudge at the dreadful 
day of Judgment, for poſitrvely condemning 

CG 3 his 
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his Sponſe the Church for an Adulteref, upon 
an account which himſelf acknowledges to be 
inevident and ancertam ? | believe, himſclt 
would condemn that perſon tor an and 
ancharitable , who ſhould poſrtively charge 
the meaneſt mans Wiſe of dultery upon 
the like account. If he judge it a Denen 
firation, (which 1 cannot ealily believe, he 
ſeems to have taken ſuch a Figo againſt the 
Demonſtrating Way) then the Premiſſes muſt 
be evidently and certainly trat, and the Con- 
cluſicn in virtue of them, Impoſſible to be falſey 
and conkquently he muſt have greater cer- 
taunty that the Church of Kome is Idolatrom, 
than he hath (if he be of the ſame mind with 
his Friend Dr. Tullotſom of the Scriptures be- 
ing the Word of Cod, or of the Sence of any 
Text of it ſot example, that Chrift a G 
for the ſaid Dedor lays this down for his 
Fundamental Poſition in his Kale of Faith, 
p. 118. (and afhrms it expreſly of the Books 
of Scripture, in tue Preface to his Sermons) 
that we are not ini certarm either that any | 
Book & ſo ancient as it pretends 16 be, or that it 
was written by him whoſe name it bears, or that 
this u the ſence of ſuch and ſuch paſſages in ut 
It is poſſible all thu may be otherwiſe, From 
whence I infer yet farther, that it we are no 
ſore of the Sence of any Text of Seripture, but 
poſſibly it may be falſe, Himſelf is not ſure that 
God hath forbidden the wor ſlurping himſelf by 
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Image! in the ſecond Commandment, and there- 
fore cannot judge his own Argument to be a 
Demonſtration , nor conſequently evidence 
ſufficient to make out his Charge of Idola- 
try. But to come now to particulars, 


$. 5. The worſhip, faith he, which God him- 
ſelf denies to receive, muſh be terminated on the 
Creature, and that wholly and oncly on the Crea- 
tare, as he expteſſes it in the Context of his 
Diſcourſe, This is the Major Propofition ot 
his Syforiſm, and if this fail, the Charge he 
builds upon it, muſt needs fall. I aſſerted ir 
in my Reply, to be abſolutely falſe, as builr 
© upon a miſtake of the nature of humane 
Acts, which thou zh they ought to be go- 
* vern'd by the Law of God, yer when they 
; ſwerve from it, ceaſe not to — to their 
own proper Objects, and that Gods prohi- 
. bales of (ach — ſach a kind of worſhip, 
* miy make it to be unlawful, but hinders 
* not the Act from tending whither it is in- 
" tended. Of this I gave inftances in the 
* Pravers which Thieves and Marderers make 
to God for good ſucceſs ; the Jew's offer- 
. ing to God the Blind and the Lame, which 
he had forbidden, Ca bringing a Sacri- 
© fice to the Lord, Gen.4.3. which he retu- 
* {ed to accept. All which I ſhewed were 
* notwithſtanding terminated on Gody and 
* from thence inferr'd, that though God { as 
C 4 he 
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ehe ſalſely ſuppoſcs) ſhould have forbidden 
© men to worſhip him by Images, yct it does 
© not fallow, but the worſhip fo given would 
" beterminated on him. 


$. 7. Toſhew the inſufficiency (as he calls 

it) ot this Anſwer , he alerts, that where 
God hath prohibited any particular way or meant 
of grving Worſhip to himſelf, that Worſhip [+ 
given cannot be ſaid to be terminated on him. 
And to ſhew the Vanity and Impertinency of 
this D. ſence, I anſwer, That this very As- 
ſertion of his, quite changes the ſtate of the 
Queſtion, for his Charge being of real Ido- 
latry, and that antecedently to any Prohibi- 
tion, as appears by his contending that the 
Cimrch of Rome doth require the giving the 
Creature the honour dut onely to God, p.3. and 
by his aſſerting, p.62. that any Image beins 
made ſo far the Object of Divine Worſhip, that 
wen do bow down before it, doth thereby become 
an Idol, and on that account i forbidden in the 
ſecond Commandment : he now changes his 
Peremptory [cannot be terminated on God) 
into that Dwindling Expreſhon of [It cannot 
be ſaid 1% be terminated on God) giving his 
Reader to underſtand, that his meaning now 
is not, that Catholicks ate realy Ifolaters, 
that is, by the very nature of Worſhip 6 
iven by an Image amecedently to any . 
Farbiddug ii but denommatroely, and ia nam 
onely * 


—_— 
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onely; and that upon account of a Law 
(ſuppos'd by him moſt falſely, as I hall 
make mani ſeſt in the following Diſcourſe) 
to prohibir the giving Worſhip to God by 
dowing or kneeling before an Image. 

eſt we ſhould any way doubt that this was 
his meaning, himſclf in the contents of his 
Firſt Chapter, puts down the ſtate of the 
Controverſic between us, in theſe words: 
The main B 1eftion, ſuth he, is, Whether God 
bath forbidden the worſhipping of himſelf by an 
Image, ander the notion or (as he explicates 
it, pag.57.) ander the name of Idolatry ? It 
were worth the while to ſce the Doctor res 
concile the fate of the Queſtion put by hin- 
ſelf, with that Afſertion of his above · cited, 
pig. 62. that any [mage being made ſo far the 
0bjet of Dryine Worſhip, that men do bow down 
before it, doth thereby become an 1461, and on 
tat account is forbidden in the ſecond Com- 
mandment. The former ſuppo es it to have 
the notion or name of Idolatry, upon the 
account of its being forbidden: The later 
affirms it to be ſorbidden upon the account 
of its being Idolatry ia the very nature of 
the thing, antecedently to any Prohibition. 
And in which fence ſocver of the two, he take 
the Propoſition in debate, viz. [The Worſhip 
which God Aenics to receive, cannot be terming- 
ted on him, but on the Image] it is evident he 
contradicts himſelf 3 For it he mean that ir 
can- 
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cannot be terminated on God, entecedently 
to the Prohibition, becaule any Image being 
nuade ſo far the object of Divine Worſhip, that 
men do bow dows before it, doth thereby becen- 
an Idol, and on that account is forbidden in the 
ſecond Commandment, he muſt deny that it 
is the Probibition which makes it to be term. 
nated on the [mage. And if he mean tha 
it cannot be terminated on God, becauſe i 
1s probibited by him to Worſh p Him by a: 
Image, he muſt devy what he aſſerted be- 
fore, that any Image being made ſo far the 0b- 
jelt of Dine Worſhip, that men de bow down 
before it, doth THEREBY become an 146/ 
and ON THAT ACCOUNT &« forbid 
in the ſecond Commandment, Let him extti- 
cate himſelf as well as he can out of this La- 
byrimh. I return to what he addes in de 
fence of his Aſſertion, viz. The Worſhip which 
God humſelf denics to recerve, muſt be termins 
ted on the Creature. 


. 8. To vindicate this Aſſertion from the 
Note of Falſhood 1 had fix d upon it, tc 
lays down theſe three Propofitions : 1. The 
Worſhip is nothing elſe but an external ſirniſ 
cation of Honour and Reſpett. 2. That tht 
ſfoeenification of Honour which is due to God, ® 
not to be meaſured by the Intentions of Men, 
againſt the declared Will of Cod. 3. The Dr 
vine Law being the Rule of Worſhip all 7. 

ut 
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bited ways of Worſhip muſt receive that denomi- 

nation which God himſelf gives them At, lays 

he, it would be Treaſon, after the Princes Be- 

claration of it by his Laws, for any man to bow 

down to 4 Sign Poſt with the Princes Head upon 

it, And therefore if God have declared the 

Worſhip of himſelf by an Image to be Idolatry, 

it cannot be terminated on God, but onely on 

the Image, This is the ſubſtance of his De- 

fence, and what it amounts to, is this, That 

if God have forbidden, under the name of 
laolatry, to bow down before any Image, 
though with intention to Worſhip Him 

it, this Ad of Worſhip mult be called Ido» 

latry, becauſe not mens Intentions, bur the 

Will of God is the Rule of Worſhip, A 

rare Defence indeed ! But nothing at all to 
the purpoſe, (although we ſhould yield the 

Suppoſition to be as true as it is falſe, viz, 
that God had forbidden it under that name) 

unleſs he can ſhew that words can never be 
taken Metaphorically, but that the very de- 
fnition of a thing muſt always neceſſarily go 
along with its name. What he charges up- 
on ur, is the very definition of Idolatry, Viz. 
That we give te the Creature the honour due 
oncly to Cod. What he brings to prove it, is 
a ſuppoſed extrinſecal denomination, that if 
God have cala the Worſhipping him by an 
Image 1dolatry, it muſt receive the name of 
Idolatry, and therefore be terminated on the 
Image, 
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Image. And if this kind of arguing be good 
he may prove by the ſame Logick, that 4 
man worſhipping a falſe God, violates his 
Neighbours Bed, becauſe God himſ. I calls 
the Worſhipping a falſe God by the name of 
Adultery: And that he that wears a Sword 
with intention to defend his Prince, hath z 
real intention againſt his Liſe, in caſe the 
Prince upon ſome occaſion have forbidden to 
wear a Sword under the name of Treaſon, He 
that has but lock d over Ariftotles Thre 
ſhold, knows, that from the definition to the 
name, the conſequence is good, becauſe the 
Name is but a Note of the Nature or Effence 
of the Thing defined. But nothing more 
inconſequent than to argue from the Name 
to the Definition, becauſe the Name may be 
given upon the ſcore of ſome ſimilitude, ei- 

er intrinſecal or extrinſecal, and not upor 
the account of the Natare or Edence, which 
is properly ſignified by ſuch a Name, The 
Doctor therefore (to give him his due) in the 
beginning of his Charge, argues like a good 
Logician, hen he would conclude the Church 
of Rome guilty of 1delatry, becauſe (he lays) 
He requires the giving to the Create eile Hr 
nour due onely to God, But he plays the down 
right Sophifter in the cloſe, when he would 
prove that in worſhipping God by an Image, 
ſhe gives to the Image the Honour due onely 
to Him becauſe if God have given it the 


nam 
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nunc of Ilolatey, it muſt receive the deno- 
* mination of 1dolatry. Either he muſt make 
it out, that a meer Extrinſecal Denomination 


has the miraculous power to te flect againſt 
Nature, the Honour ditected to God, from 
Him to the Image; or he muſt confeſs that 
Gods Prohibition of ſuch Worſhip (if there 
Were any) may make it indeed to be anlaw- 
fel, but hinders not the Act from tending 
whither it was intended: and conſequently 


it it be intended ot ditected by the Under- 


ſtanding ard Will, to God, though after an 
«alawſul manner, it will not fail to be tetmi- 
nated o God, Nor is this to make the Inten- 
tions of men to be the Rule of Divine Worſhip, 
for if God have forbidden himſelf to be 
Worſhipped after ſuch a manner, the giving 
him ſach Worſhip will be a diſbonouring of 
Him, though the Giver intend it never fo 


much for his honour, D:fobedicence it will 


be, or Come other (in, and denominatively 


Idolatry (if ſorbidden under that name but 
but a termnating the honout due to God up- 
on the Image, unleſs the Doctut think it a 
good Argument to prove the Fields and 
Trees to q; Merry Companions, becauſe the 
Prophet Rays, The Fields are joyful, and the 
Trees of the Nd rejeyce, Ihe ſe he will fay 
ue Metaphorical denominations z and ſo 
muſt chat of 1dolatry be, in his ſuppoſed Pro- 
hibition, unleſs he can prove the Worſhip 
dus 
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due to God, to be terminated wholly on the 
Image, and fo the Act it ſelf to have in it the 
true nature of Idolatry, antecedent ij to ſuch 
2a denomination, 


5.9. As for that Conrtly Compariſon of 
his, that it weuld be Treaſon in any man to ben 
down to a4 Sign Poſt with the Princes Head pon 
17, though with an intention to honour him 
by ity (a moſt /elf- denying Ordinance 1 con- 
ſeſs, and not unlike to that rare example of 
2 — which hin ſclt fo Religiouſly 
exhorts the Prelates of the Church of England 
in the Preface to his [renicumy Vize to reduce 
the form of Church nt to its Primitive 
State and order, by retrenchins all Exorbitan- 
ces (as he calls them) of Power, and reftoring 
Presbyteries) as the World is like to want 
ſuch an unh card-· of Example of Self- abnegs- 
tien, at Ic aſt till Princes can be perſwadcd 
that the honour or diſbonour done to their i- 
dures te flects not pon Themy and that Act 
of the Crvil Law be repealed, (L-. amica. cod. 
de bu qui ad Staines) which declares it Tres 
ſon ſot any man to deface his Princes Pifturey 
So, were it enacted, it would not hindert the 
AQ of Reverence and Reſpect ſrom being 
terminated upon the Prince to whom it way 
intended. 


5. 10. To 
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6. 10. To the Inflances | gave in my Re- 


| ply, of the Prayers which Thieves and More 


derers make te God for good ſuccefi, of the 
Fews offering to God the Blind and Lame, which 
he had forbidden, and of Cain's offering 4 Sa- 
erifice ts God, which he refuſed to accept 3; all 
which evidently ſhew that God's having for- 
bidden ſuch a kind of Worſhip, hinders it 
not from being terminated on him : All 
that he anſwers, is, That theſe 7nffances do 
not ſuppoſe any —__ object, or Means of 
Worſhip, as he ſuppoſcth the Worſhip of God by 
an Image doth, And here again hg falls in- 


to the ſame Contradiction as beforcy viz. 


that it is the Worſhip of Cod by an Image, 
and yet the Image is made the whole and ſole 
object of Worſhip.Bur to conclude this point: 
"Tis evident, that the Image is not made the 
Object of Worſhip by the Intention of him 
that gives it 3 which (ſays Dr. Taylor) i that 
by which God principally, if not ſolely takes eſfi- 
mate of humane actions) tor what he intends, 
15, to Worſhip God by it ; and the Intention 
rot making it the Object of Worthip, an 
Extrinſecal Denomination from a Law for» 
bidding, (if there were any ſuch) cannot 
make it to be ſo, nor hinder the Act trom be- 
12 termanated on God, its intended Object. 
Is manifeſt then, that the Major Propſition 
ol the Argument brought by him to prove 
the 
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the Church of Rome guilty of 1delatry, vie. © 
That the Worſhip which God denies to receing, 


mult be termmated on the Creature, is abſo- 


lutely falſe z and conſequently all that he 
builds upon it, falls to the ground. But 
this was but a Prelzde to uſher in his Miner, 
Viz, That God not onely denies to receive Wore 
Jhip by an Image, but threatens ſeverely to puni| 
them that give it. Upon this it is he lays the 
main ſtreſs of his Charge of Idolatry hou 
inconſequently (though ſu ppoſed to be as 
would have it, a Prohibition) I have ſhewed 
already, and ſhall make yct more apparent, by - 
laying open the nu of the Proofs he brings 
to maintain it. 


CHAP, III. 


ne myſtery of making the ſam: Propoſition 
ſometimes an Article of Faith and ſome- 
times none. No expreſs Text again Wor- 
ſhipping God by an Image. His fell Proof 
8 from the Terms of the Law , manife{ily 
- groundlef, The Argument from St. Au- 
d Mtin's Fu dement, an the Seftwagints tran- 
yY * ſlatins the word Peſel, Idol, and not Image, 
4 re-inferced, 


I, Hat we are to conſider in 
the firſt place here, is, 
what it is that Dr. St. will 

andertake to prove; and it is this, That 

God in the ſecond Commandment (according 

to his reckoning) expreſly prohibited the gi- 

ding any Vi 'orſhip to himſelf by an Image. Tis 
is what upon his dccot 10 Thoughts (for th 

term expreſly was not in his F IRST Anſwer 7 

the unde babes to plone: And 1 cannot but 

wonder to fee it drop now from h Pen; 


* Wh 23 on the one ſide atterts Scriptare (doubt- 
l 1 C be } ere 

leſs expreſs s Script ute) to be hu most certain 

Rule of Faith; and on the 1 er fide, denies 

(as l ſhowed above „Chap. J any * — to 

br an Article of Faith, 11100 is not Aner- 

D liagid 
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ledee dito be ſuch by Rome it ſeif. What may the 
meaning of this be: If it be expreſly revealed 
in Scripture that God is not to be worſhip. 
ped by an Image, it & an Article of Faith, || 
it be net acknowledged to be ſuch by Rome it 
ſelf, it is no Article of Faith, but Cas he calls 
it) an Inferiour Truth or Piou Opinion, yet 
ſuch as neither bimſelf nor any man elſe is 
bound to believe there is a jot of Truth in 
it. I it then, or is it not an Article of Faith 
that God is not to be worſhipped by an Image ? 
If it be an Article of Faith, "tis falle what 
he ailerts fo ſtiffly in his Rational Account, 
p.54. that the Church of England makes as 
Articles of Faith but what are acknowledred | 


to be ſuch by Rome it ſelf. If it be not 6 
Article of Faith, tis falſe what he affirms $7 
ſo poſitively here, that God hath expreſh | 
prohibited it in the ſecond Commandment | | 
Which fide ſoever he talcs, tis manite(t be 
contradicts himſelf, 

2, But perhaps his meaning is, that whit 
at one time is but an 7nferiour Truth, mult F% 
at another be an Article of Faith, accordit? 
as it may ſetve to the different ends and pur- 
poſes he has deſigned to himſelf, And here 
it I miſtake not, lies the Knack, or (if yo! 
will give it ſo venerable a name) the Af. 
„of the buſineſs. When the Hedge © 
the Church of Znzland (vize Subſcription 


to het 39 Articles) muſt be broken down * 
che 
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the good Brethren the Nonconformiſts to ena 

ter in, and ravage without ſcruple her Rights 
and Revenues, ſo many of the ſaid Articles 

s are not owned by Rome it felf, muſt be a 

company of Inferiour Truths, ot Pious Opini= 

ent, not to be afſented to, but not to be oppo» 

t 2 ſedfor Unity's ſake. But when the Church 

ol Rome is to be charged with Idolatry, (the 

1 

h 

? 


CY 


Pretence with which Ionorant Preachers, ſays 
Mr.Thorndike, (Juſt Weights, p. 128.) drive 
their Fattions) then they are no more Infe- 
it | * ricwr Truths, but Articles of Faith, expreſly 
t, 2 revealed in the Holy Scriptures, Now, 

would an Impartial Reader (to uſe Dr. Tay- 
d lor's expreſſion upon another occaſion) lay 


_ 


upon his conſcience, that ths was not kindly 
ns done, to make uſe of the Authority of the 
_— y 
Church of Rome to unballom ſo many of the 
u. 39 Articles as ate not owned by her, and 
he F' caſt them down into the Claſs of Inferiour 
Truths, to ſtitch up the Rent made by tlic 
wt} * Nonconformiſts from the Church of England's 
u And then to conſecrate them again fo eaſily 
dy virtue of this one definitive word CEx- 
u-£4 preſly] into Divine Revelations, againſt the 
ce Church of Rome, to make the Breach of the 
1028” Church of England from her yet wider. But 
e. what cannot an Irenical Compliance with one 
e Party, and a Polemical Anime gin, or (28 
1008 Mr. Thorndike calls it) Faction with another 
ee dof When the ſame Propoſition 25 it te- 
D 2 e 
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ſp. ts the form- 1 ſhall be ra! 1k" d on. ly 2 
mw (| Inf eracn? Truths, which More art 
obliged tO . jt tos and as it oppugns tlic 
latter, hill ve rarjed to an A ride of Faul, 
which al! arc bound to believe ? Here thin 
lues Ln iyſtet , A tha! the lame Propulition, 
Viz. That Goa i not to be wor ſhipped by an 
In:27e, taken Jrexically, and in its Pactfiit 
por, is but an ! K riour T ruth, becauſe 


10 n ws 


rot owned to be an Article of Faith by tte 


Church of Keme but taken Pelemicalhy, ard 


in its 1 be Humont, it muſt be an Art- | 


cle of th, becauſe expreſiy (as he ſays) 
revell d in Scripture, And if he will hat 
it ſo, let us ſee how he goes about to prove 
it. 

3. Orr Cortr gere, Ciys he, p. 58. bring 
now about the (ence of 4 Law, the beſt * we 
Faw to fad the mean my of at, arc ether fr 6 
the Terms in n ich it ts expreſ] 4, or from the 
Reaſon annexed to it, or . om the Judgment 
Thoſe whom we belicve beſt able to undi 
ard interpret it. And he wW.ll prove from 
every one of thele three ways, that it is e 
ch probioited in the ſecond Commanamen 
to worſh p Ged by an Imagc. It were well, 
he would tell us hcre firſt, what he under 
ſtands by the term Expreſly. For if he calls 
e, for example, an expres Text, which d 
it ſe / is abſolutely clear and manifeſt, and 
therelorc as St. Alis lays, (de unite Ecth 
c. 29 


— 


: 
. 
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c.19.) Non eget Interprete, needs no —_— 
ter Mr. Thorndike (and thoſe other Lea 
5 cd Men of the Church of England, wh as 

no bettet than he) have rc aſon to lament the 
= loſs of their Eye-ſight. But it he mean no 
3 mo: I but that it is clear and manifeſl ts bins - 
ſelf, they mayh ope they fre as well as their 
Neighbours, though they ſe the quite con- 
traty ; unlcls They will ſatfer themſelves to 
be wrought upon by his ſtout ailetting ir to 
. | be clear and ami feſt 5 25 the Traveller. Were 


by Polus in Eraſmus lis Exorciſmus, when 
e pretending that he law a huge Dragon with 
R nery Horns in the Sky, by avouching it 
ſer o"gly, and pointing cx prelly to the place, 
he forced them (our of ſhame not to ſee ſo 


| 4 per ſpicuuus a thing) to con «ls that tl C) L 
un alſo. That it is noc 460 olutely clear and mau 
5 e it ſe F, the p uns and the ways he takes 
{FJ to make it out, lufliciently cvince. And 
11 Wittner it bc it ar and maniſe 6 even to In 
mM 1 7 we have e iſe to doubt 1 vec zuſe the 
- Propolition in debate, [viz. That Cod hath 
7 1 ro: Mvite d th Ee wor! ./ P15 4 him f by 41 Image re 
It, | L the ſect nd Commun done x fl Ot being S 
* Kowle.dge: | by the Church of Rome lor an 
11 Article r Faith, the Church o Enzland, lays 
16 | he, oblige; no man to ent toit; but onely 
ad et to oppoſe ity and yet on the other fide, 
> Every mar i5 bound to aſſen! tothe! which he 
ſees to be cle ir and manifeſt, Such ſtequent 
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ſelf-contradiions are the natural Conſe. 2 


quences of + Diſcourſe not grounded upon 


Truth ; And although the Reader may 


think I rake a diet to diſcover them in my 


Adverſry, = I can aſſute him tis a much 


greater Grief to me to ſee ſo ſubtil a Wit ſo 
oſten encangled in them, The fault is in 
the Conſe, which cannot be r with. 
our falling into them. But as St. un 
ſays, Qu corgit ers malam cauſam habert ? 
Who torced him and his Partizans to engage 
in a bad Cauſe ? Nothing of Faith, if it be 
true which he tells us in his Rational As. 
count : Nothing of Reaſon as I ſhall ſhew i 
the Examination of his Proofs. 

4. The firſt way he takes to prove that 


God in the ſecond Commandment hath 15 
ef by 


prolubited the my any Worſhip to himſelf | 
t 


an Image, is trom the Terms in which the Lis 


4s expreſſed: And what are they in the Pro | 


teſtants own Tranſlation Exod.20.,4 ? This 
Halt not make unto thee any graven Image, „ 


any likenefs of any thing, &c. Thos ſhalt n« 


bow down thy ſelf to them, nor ſerve then 


Theſe arc the Terms in which the Law is & 


| 


| 


: 


pieſſed, and where I pray, is it expreſ 


here, that we may not give any Worſhip to C 


himſelf by an Image Ihe firſt part touche 


not the Worſhip of Images, nor of Cd him | 


ſelf by them; but onely the making them 


and gives mattcr to Divines to diſpute wit 
ther 


{ * 
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ther it be forbidden by this Commandment 
to make any Image or any Likeneſs at all ? 
A thing in which Catholicks and Proteſtants 
are equally concerned. The ſecond tors 
bids indeed in expreſs terms, to bow our 
ſelves down to the Images themſelves, but 
ſpeaks not one word of the lawſulneſs or un- 
lawfulneſs of worſhipping God himſelf by 
them. So that in cale we have not here a- 
nother of the Ductors Identical Propoſitions, 
Vize that to treat 4 matter expreſly, is the ſame 
in other words, as not to [peat of it at all, it 
is maniſeſt, that to worſhip God himſelt be- 
fore ot by an Image, is not expreſly prohibi- 
ted in this Commandment, Let the Pro» 
teſtant Reader conſider this well, and not 
ſuffer himſelf to be deluded with the found 
of words. To bow our ſelves down to the 
Images themſclves, without any Relation to 
God, is by the Conceſſion of af ro worſhip 
them inſtead of God. And is it all one ts 
worſbip an Image inſlead of God, and to wor- 
ſhip God himſelf by bowing before an Image ? 
The difference is too palpable not to be cen 
dy any one who hath not the natural Conce- 
ptions of his mind corrupted by an over-ea» 
ger deſire to purſuc at any rate fo unjuſt and 
uncharitable a Charge as that of Idolatry. 
The Fews we know did worſhip God by 
bowing down before the Ark and the Chers- 
lim, ard yet they did not worſhip them in- 
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Head of Ged And if the Doctor will needy 
contend that this was a particular ien 
tion to the Fews, that they might lawfully 
bow down before the 4rt and the Chers- 
bims, to worſhip God ; he muſt acknow- 
ledge the Precept (if it were fo) as to that 
part of net worſhipping God by bowing befor: 
ar Image, not to have been Natural, tor then 
God had diem withthem in commuting 
rea! idolatry : but Ceremonial, and conſe 
quently not to oblige Chriſttans, unicls be 
will engage them alſo in the obſervance of 
all the Ceremonial part of the Law of Ms 
ſes, Taking then the Terms of the Law as 
tranſlated by Proteſtants themiclves in fa 
vour of their own Cauſc, tis maniſeſt that 
to wor (þ 7 God by an Image, is not expreſiy pros 
hibited, becauſe wot at all ſpoken of in that 
Commandment. | 

5. What I aflertcd to be the canine of 

the Law, was, That God forbad to ru, ue 
Worſhip to Idols... To prove this, I urged bY 
1, The Judgment of St. Auſtin, who makes , : 
thoſe words, Thou ſhalt not make to thy [ef 
any raven thing, &c. to be but an explica* 
tion of the immediately orte going ones, 
Thou ſhalt have no other Goas before we. | 
2. That the word Peſel in Hebrew, in Latis 
Sculptile, (a graven thing) was uſed in Scrip* 
ture to ſigniſic an Idol, and particularly was 

tranſlated by the Seftaagint in this very 

place; 


* 
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place uh, Thou ſhalt not make to thy [elf an 
Idol. 

To the Firſt he anſwers (pig. 99.] by ask- 
ing, How am ] [ure this was St. Auitin con- 
6 ant Judgment, Th # in bu later 1, 1 he 
Fe bay $ * the Comme in {ment As others of the 
Fathers had done before him ? But before 1 
reply to this Demand, it will be convenient 
to | y down what was S. Aaſtius judgment 
n his former Writing, concerning the divi- 
ding of the Commandments. 

6. In his LXXI Queſtion upon Exodus, 
he treats this Point expectly, and at large, 
viz. Whether three Commun me ts one ly 
arc to be aſſigned to the / Table, and ſe- 
ves to the ſecond ? Or four to the Firſt, and 
tx oncly to the Second? And he gives his 
Reſolution in theſe words, Th oſe, ſaith he, 
he Mea to ur to the Firſt Table, will have 

' thoſe word, L Thou ſhalt not make to thy 
, [elt al Idol; 5 w! cre Idols art fordi ddcn [0 
* to be worſh pped? ts be a diſtin? Pre, 
from the for. roing words, Thou ſhalt OT 
no other Gods beſides me 3 and theſe other 
- wor 4s, Thou ſha! t not Cavert thy Neighbors 
ite, and, Thou ſhalt not covet thy 


| *Neighbors houſe, with th: reſt to the end of 


© the ſecond Table, to be but One. Thoſe who 
' afſien but Three ts the Firlt Table, make 
waver is commanded concerning the 


« Worſh'p of Ouc Cod; that nothing elſe 
© be 
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be worſhipped for God beſides him ; tel 
© bot Onc Precept : and divide the laſt word: 
k ; Second Table inte Two, (s that, Thou 
* ſhalt not covet thy Neighbors Wife, i one 
© Commandment : and, Thou ſhalt not cover 
© his houſe, nor any thing that is his, awethey, 
© Tat neither of them doubt of theCommandment; 
" being Ten, becauſe this the Scripture it ſelf 
e witneſſeth. But to me. lays He , u ſeem; 
* more congruous ts divide them into Three 
© and Seven, becauſe thoſe which belong to God 
© ſeem to inſinnate 4 Trinity of Perſons to ſuch 
„ more attentively look inte them, And in 
© reality the very lame thing is more perſettly 
" explicated, when Idols are forbidden to be 
* worſhipped, which was ſaid in the for gein 
© words, Thou ſhalt have no other Gods be- 
© ſides me. Thus S. Asfin. And then 
having ſhown the laſt words of the Second 
Table, Thos ſbalt not covet thy Neighbour: 
wife, Thos (ha't not covet thy Neighbours houſe, 
&c. to be two diſtin Precepts from the d · 
ſtint Prohibitions, [Thos ſhalt not, and Thos 
ſhalt not) anſwerable to the different nature 
of the Sins forbidden he adds, But « i 
that which is forbidden by theſe words, Thou 
© ſhalt have no other Gods beſides me, i 1 
© apparent that a more diligent execution of thi 
matter is imported by the words which follow. 
© For to what does that Prohibition belong, 
* Thou ſhalt not make to thy ſeli an Idol, o: 

* any 


| 
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© any ſimilitude of things in Heaven above, 
© Thou ſhalt not adore them, gor ſerve 


them, bat to that which was [aid before, 
© Thou ſhalt have no other Gods before 
me? Theſe are the Words and the Diſ- 
courſe of S. Ain; in which the Reader 
may note, 1. That he tranſlates, Thos ſhalt 
not make to thy ſelf an Idol, not an Image, as 
Proteſtants do very artificialy, to make their 
Aſſertion ſcem more plauſible. 2. That he 
makes the ſence of the Law to be the forbid- 
ding to give the Worſhip of God to 1dels. 
3. That he does not make it a Hun Pres 
cept from the foregoing words, Thou ſhalt 
have no other Gods beſides me, but oncly a 
more particular and perfect explication of 
them. So that if the Judgment of S. Aeli 
be to be followed, cither tor the weaning of 
the Law, or for the dividing of the Dece* 
lopue, it is evident he ſtands on the Catho- 
lic tide, and not on the Proteflant's, 

7. This Dr. St. ſaw very well, and there» 
fore found no other way to evade the 
weight of his Judgment, but to call me to 
Account how I am [ure that this was bus con- 
Rant Fudgment, fince in bus latter _—_ 
(upon his bare word you muſt take it, for 
there is nothing in the place to prove ir) he 
reckons ud the Commandm1nts as other 1 of the 
Fathers 4 — before him ? He would ſeem 
- wele laſt words to inſinuste as if S. 4 
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is had changed his Jad ment upon conſi- 
detation ot what other Fathers had done be- 
fore him z but there is mention of no ſuch 
th ing in thoſe later Writings cited by lan- 
ſelf and in the former cited by me, ug plain 
that he had CUT \(1dered the \ pt nion ol thole 
other Fathers beſute him ( concerning the 
dividing the Commandments as Proteſl ants 
do now) and that notwithſtanding their 
Sentiment in the caſe, he tccted it as le.. 
congrudus ro the weaning of tue Law, 2 nd 
the nateres of the things ſotbidden. This 
then was 4a pretty Artifice to amue the 
Reader, inſtcad of ſpeaking to the Point, 
But rocome to his demand, "How | am or 
that S. Ain remained cot it ant in t 
Judgment, Let us hiſt ce what the words 
are in the place to which he reſets us in | 
Margin, Who will ſay, faith 5. 4010 
(Contra duas Ep. Pelag. li. 3. c. 4.) = 
Chriſtians are not beund to obſerve, that God 
oncly i to be ſerved with the (err ice of Relig) on, 
that an Idol is not to be worſhipped, that the 
Name of God ought nc to be taken in vain, that 
Parents are to be honoured, that Adulterics, 
CAMurders, Theſts are not to be committed, 100 
fa ſe witneſs Ws mor Fo be born, that Our Netgh- 
beurs Wife, that no other thins which is hu, 1 
not to be coveted. Ihe ſc ate the words of 5, A 
mn. And his Intention here was no more, 
but to recapiculate the Davies enjoyned in 
the 
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the Decalegue, which _— are bound 
to obſerve, as is evident, 1. From his firft 
words, Whe will [ay that chli, are not 
brund to obſerve, &c. 2. From the occa- 
fion of them, which was to anſwer the Ca- 
lumay ow Pelanrians, who accuſed him 
tor atlerting, That the Law was not given ts 
infife the olſcrv ert, but tobe 4 greater cauſe 
of fan. Cs | rom 7 t% le aving out the keep- 
ing of the Sabbeth, as it was commanded to 
be ebſerved by the Tews, which he had be- 
fore excepred, Tits wis his Intention in 
the place cited by the Doctor, and not to 
meddle at all with the manner how the 
Commandments are to be divided ; for 
wicther Four be aſſigned to the Firſt Tavlc, 
a nd Six to the Second x or Three On ly LOB 
er Fu, and Seven to the Second, the Da- 
tres which Chrittians arc bound to oblerve, 
a e ſtill che me. So that the Doctor has 
no more 2round from hence to ſay that St. 
Auſtin divides them in this place, as n. 
ants do, than he has from the very words 
ol the Decalogue, as they are ſet down in 
Exodur, where alt! houghthe C ommandments 
are expteſly faid to be * yer how many 
belong to the Firſt Table, ard how many to 

the Secon 4, is not Ipecih I Concerning 

luis, he had delivered his Judement projet- 
44 in the place cited by me, to be the 
ſame Which Care at tlits d 27 tollow z 
22 
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and if the Docter queſtion'd the Conflancy 
of his Judgment, any man of Reaſon would 
think it had been hu part to ſhew he had 
chang'd it; and not to ask his Adverſary 
how he is ſure he had net done ſo, when he 
could bring nothing to prove it, bur the ve- 
ry matter it ſelf in diſpute, This I confeſs 
is a new way of anſwering the Fathers and the 
readieſt | ever met with, excepting that of 
denying them. Whether it be as Good 2s 
New, Terthe Reader judge. I am ſore if it 
be allowed for good, there is no more to do, 
when an — Teſtimony is alledged out 
ol any Father for any point in Controverſie, 


but ro ſtand up and ask the Alledger coni- 


dently, How he i ſure that the Father did 
not afterwards change bis mind, in his later 
Writings, although he ſpeak not art all to 
that Qpcſtion in them. Asfor the particu- 
lar point in debate, viz. Whether thoſe 
words, Thos ſhalt not make to thee a graven 
ning, be to be taken according to S. Aufn. 
not as a diftinF Commandment, but as an 
explication onely of the ſote· going words, 
Thow ſhalt have no other Gods beſides me ? | 
am ſure I have h judgment profeſſedly for 
me in his former Writings, and having poſ* 
Jeſſien on my ide, I am yet farther ſave, that 
I ought not in juſtice to be deprived of it, 
till the Docter can bring ſome bettet evi- 
dence out of his later Writings, than a bare 
recinal 


aa # 
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recital of the Commandments ; this being 
in plain terms no other than to beg the e- 
ien. The Reader may note here allo, that 
even in this place, cited by the Dedbor for 
himſelf, the ſenſe S. Auftin gives of the Law 
(whether it be a di/tin Precept or no) is 
the very ſame I gave in my Reply, et Idolum 
nou colatur, that an Tae is not to be wor- 
ſhipped. And if I miſtake got, % Fudg- 
ment is to be preferr'd before Calvin's. 

8. The next thing I infiſted upon to ſhew 
the meaning of the Law to be the forbidding 
to give the Worſhip of God to Idols, was the 
uſe of the Hebrew word Peſel in Scripture to 
ſignific an Idel, and particularly its being 
tranſlated ſo in this very place by the Sta- 

int, To this he returns adouble Anſwer. 
1, That ſuppoſing it 1 ently an Idol, yet 
that were net enough, becauſe there is added 
another Word of mY large fromfication as * 


| betothis purpoſe, which is (Themuna) SI I- 


LITUDE, But this is nothing at all to the 


| purpoſe, for how large ſocver its ſignific a- 
uon be, when hes by it ſelf, yet in our 


. Df uw 


preſent caſe, it is limited by the following 
words, Thos ſhalt not bow down to them, nor 
ſerve them, to ſigniſie the likeneff of ſume 
thing which is made to be worſhipped as 
God, that is, tobe an Id. And upon this 
account, as Mr. Thorndike ( Epilog. of the 
Lan: of the Charch, p. 361.) well obſerves, 

Tere 
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Tertullian contr. Marcion, li 2. c. 22. n 


fetth effurms . the Malm of the Frage Sor 
peri and Cherul Ins, not ro have been 49419 05.4 


Law, becan(c not made for Idols, alledome the 
words of the Precept, CThou ſhale not wor: 


thip them, 107 Iree them }] fer 1 Neltrict 074 
limiting the Generality of a Carved Imag N 
And this Opmicn, faith he, I dent rot te. 
true. But to mh purpoſe, [ith Dr. St. art 
werds of the largeſt 1 1756. ation pat mio + 
Law if the ſenſe be linted act or din? to the nm: 
wmarrow acceptatllen of One word menten 
therein ? Inſtances doubt not may de 
brought of Humane Laws, in which words 
ot the largeſt fonihcation arc ſrequenil 
put in, (and to putpoſe too) when the Inten- 
tion of the Law maker is, that they be uns 
£ —— according to the Harromrer ſiznin⸗ 
cation of ſome other word or words in the 
Lw. And that the Read er may ſec it wis 
not done to wo purpoſe, in the preſent "__ 
under debate, | muſt defire him to rake 
tice; that the Heathens (as #1 gen r in 
Fxod. 20. and Theodoret 2 38. un Exod, tell 
us, when they expound this very Comma: Gs 
ment) had twodurts of Im tes y ſore Win 
were purely fioment or F1Ct107s «< ith eit OW: 
Brain, made to repreſent what had us ex- 
iſtence hut in their own Imaginatio! 55 as 
Sphynx0Q9, Triton, Centanrs, and the like! 
and others which were made to repre Gar fech 
things 
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ft things as bad a rea! and ſubſtantial being in 
the World, as the Seon, Moon, Stars, and 
* other like things, which they efecemed and 


worſhipped as Gods, And although the 


word LA] as it is generally taken, be uſed 
| to ſignific any thing that is falſely eſtcemed 


and worſhipped as a God, whether real or 
imaginary, yet the former onely of thoſe 
Images, ſay theſe Fathers, ate fonified in 
this Law by the word Idol, and the latter by 


| the word Similitu de. From whence it 
| appears that the term Similitade in this 
place, is neither taken in its largeſt extent, 
to ſigniſie any Image or Repreſentation hat- 


ſoever, though with relation to the worſhip 


* 


. wo 


el ro the Wor p of the tree Gody when God 
| * —— 


4 of the true God not yer in the narrowe ſt ag” 


nification of the word del, which is ſuc 

an Image as is made to repreſent for Wor- 
ſhip, a Figment that has no real Being z bur 
in a middle acception, for an Image or te- 


ſemblance of ſome real thing, but falſely 


- + Umagined tobe a C. And it was to the 


parpoſe that the Law ſhould be tha enlarged 
for the Inftruftion of a people fo rude and 
prone to all kind of 1delatry as the Fews 
were : Bur ſuppoſing the Law to be Natural, 


ind not in part Ceremonial, it was nothing 


to the purpoſe to put the word Similitude 
In its largeſt meaning, that js, as ſignifying 
ay Image whatſoever, though made with re- 


hin 


bins to be made for that ret. What the 
Doctor ſhould prove (and it is bis part at 
preſent to prove) againſt theſe Fathers, and 
the General Senſe of the Church of Chrift lor 
fo many hundred years, is, that the word 
Simil.tude is to be taken ſo here ; that is, 
for a/ Image made with reſpect to the 
Worſhip ot Cd. Tut all the Proof he 
brings, is a confident I confeſs it cannot enter 
into my mind how Ged ſhould have forbidden 
it by more expreſs and emphatical words than he 
hath done ; and yet his own words, (p. Co. 
that God forbids any Image or Similitude to bt 
made with reſpet# to his Worſhip, I conceive 
are much more ere, and emphatical to his 
purpole, than thoſe of the Law ; for Thok 
bear a great diſpute, Theſe none at all. But 
to let this paſs ; What he endeavours in- 
ſtead of proving his own Aſſertion, is, to 
render the cxplication brought by his Ad- 
verſary ridicuiour, by a Compariſon, much 
of the ſame amp with his former one, of « 
Princes maling it Treaſon to bow down t 
Sien Poſt with his Head ap it, with Intention 
to honour him, And todo bim right, the 
Reader ſhall have it as it lies, If « Prince, 
aich hz, ſhould under a ſevere penalty (yo? 
may ſuppoſe it Treaſon, as in the other cake) 
forbid «ll his Subject; Waking any Image or Ft* 
ſeanhlance, with intent ro give honour to him j 
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himſelf commanded the Ark and the Chery- 


(51) 


1 tnecling before them, would net that man be 


thought very ridiculcus, who ſhoald go about 
to interpret the Law thus, that the Prince did 
not forbid them making 40 Picture of Himſelf 
or his Son, er any of hu Favorites, | for the 
Worſhip of theſe could not but redaund to his 
own honour) but onely that they ſhoul i net make 
the Image of an Ape, or an Aþ, or a Tyger, 
thinking to loncur their Prince thereby ? Much 
ſuch an expoſition, lays he, is that here given of 
the Law, God forbids any Image or Simili- 
tede to be made with reſpect to his Worſhip, (for 
it uw ridiculous to imagine the Law means any 
tun elſe) but be Chis Adverſary) ſaith, This 
Lan muſt net be tnderſiood to exclude a Cru- 
cinx, or ſuch · like Sacred Image, with a in- 
tention to warſhip Ged by them ; but onely they 
eu nut werſhip Ai or Dager, an Iehneu- 
mon or a Crocodile, er any the me ridicnlous 
follies of the Heathen, Behold here à quaint 
Compariſon! A product at pure Fancy in- 
aced, that a Prince ſhould be imagin'd 19 
enact a Law ſo much againſt Nature, 2: d his 
own honour. But 10 make it run on all four, 


with the Beaſts ment ion d in it, v iz. tht Ape, 


the Af, and the Tyger, ourht not the Doctu: 


firſt to have prov'd the Senſe of the Law in 
(queſtion to be, That God forbids an Image 
yr Similitede to be made with reſpec? 


to bis Worſhip, by ſome better Reaſon, than 
Li & ridiculous to imagine the Law mean! 
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any thing elſe : ] when there is not one word 
in the Law expreſſing a Prohibition of any 
ſach thing, as I ſhowed above, and the Few: 
were expreſly commanded to make the Ark 
and the Cherubins, and to bow down before 
them to that very end ? How quaint ſacvet 
then the Compariſon be, it is gr ounded ona 
fal ſe Suppoſition, and fo quite beſide the 
matter, Iſhall take leave to ſet it down, as 
I conceive it ought to be, and ſo leave it to 
the Readet to judge between us. Suppok 
that the Rebels of Aſtracan, having detaced 
all Images in the City, had ſet up that of 
their Leader Stephan Radzin in every Street, 
and as they pals'd by, put oft their Hats, or 
bow'd toit, with intent to honour him by 
thoſe actions. Suppoſe farther, that the 
Cr of Ataſcoty, their lawſul Prince, ha- 
ving reduced the City to his Obedience, 
ſhould forbid under a ſevere Penalty all his 
Subjects to uncover or bow themſclves to 
an Image ; and at the ſame time, or a little 
after, command thoſe which were ſet up tor 
the Uſurper s honour to be pull'd down and 
burnt, and others relating to himſelf fer ups 
to the Intent to honour him by them: would 
not that man be thought very ridicuious, 
who ſhould go about to interpret the Lav 
to be meant of any Image whatſocver, 
(though made with reſpect to the Prince“ 
owl honour) by taking the word Image 18 
1's 


a 


its lareeft ſignification, eſpecially if there 


were another word orclauſe in the Law, li- 
miting the Generality of the word Imaze to 
thoſe-of the Uſurper ? Juſt ſach an expoſition 
of the Law is that given here by the Doctor, 
Rebel Mankind had ſet up Id and Images 
of falſe Gods in all parts of the World, to 
honour that Arch Rebel the Devil, by bow- 
ing down before them and God having re- 


\ duc'd a part of it to his Obedience, (the 
People of the Fews) forbids them to make 


an Idol, or any ſimilitude of things in Hea- 
ven, or Earth, or under the Earth, to bow 
down to them, or ſerve them, reſtrain'vg 
thereby the generality of the word ſimili- 
tude, to ſignifie thoſe of falle Gods: And at the 
lame time, or preſently after, commands 


them to make an Ark and Cherubirs to give 


Worſhip to himſelf by bowing down be- 
fore them. Would not that man now 
be thought ridiculous, who ſhould go a- 
bout to interpret the Law to mean by that 
general term Similitude, the forbidding any 
Image or Similitude whatſocver to be made 
with reſpe& to his own Worſhip ? Let the 
Reader judge whether this 1 have ſet down, 


be not the plain fate of the point in debate 
| between us: and whether there be any thing 


more extravagant than ſuch an Expoſition 
of the Law as this here given, except the 
Reaſon it ſelf he gives for it, For ut « 
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ridiculows to imagine the Law means any 
thing elſe ? 

9. His ſecond Anſwer to my Argument 
is, that the word Peſel is very properly ten- 
dred an Image, and doth net ſignifie barely an 
Idol. And what he offcrs by way of Proof 
is, that it i no {eff than forty ſeveral time, 
rendred by the Lxx. glypton, 4 graven thing, 
and but thrice by cidoolon, an Idol, and once 
by eikoon, which x properly an Image. But 
granting this to be ſo, does it any way hin- 
der, but their Judgment was, it was to be 
rendred by Idol in this place? Nay is it 
not evident, that tranſlating ir generally by 
giypton, a eraven thing, 1 ſome pat 
ticular reaſon to render it by del, rather 
than by graves thing or Image, in this and the 
other two places ? I, but the word Peſel isof 
ſo large a {ignification, that he ſaith it pro- 
perly ſignifies any thing that is carved out of 
Wood or Stone, and being ſo often rendred by 
the Seta int a graven thing, it i; plain from 
thence, faith he, that when they tranſlate it by 
an Idol, they mean no more thereby than a gra- 
ven Image, But what 2 ſtrange kind of 
conſequence is this, that becauſe they often- 
times tranflate it a graven thing, therefor, 


*1 ſuppoſe when they tranſlate it Idol, th mean no more * 
he mes thereby than a graven thing ? As if the ſenſe 
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of a word of a ftrifter ſignification, were to 
be regulated by another of a larger, and 
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not the more ample by the narrower i e ſpeci- 
ally in this place, where the words, Thos 
not worſhip them, nor ſerve them, are 

(as Tertullian above cited faith) 4 Reffridti- 
on limiting the Generality of 4 Carved Image, 
No aſſiſtance then can be given him from 
hence, nor yet from the A lexandrian MS. 
rendring it glypton an the repetition of the 
Law, Deut. 5. F. nor its being tranſlated 
eikoon, 14.49.18, nor yet from the Yulgdy 
Latin ufing Idolum, Sculptile, and Imago, 
all ta expreſs the ſame thing, 114.44.9,10,13, 
for in all enefe places (as They may fee who 
will look into chem) there is Kill ſome term 
or clauſe reflraiming the words, Sculptile and 
Imago, to ſignifie ſuch a graven thing or Image 
a5 is made to be compared with God, or to be 
the 0bje# of Divine irie, that is, to be 
an [del : from whence the contrary to what 
be infers, is plain, that when they tranſlate 
it by græven Image, they mean no more thereby 
than an IDOL. As for that final Concluſton 
of his,(viz. By which it appear s. that any Image 
being made ſo far the Object of Drvine Wore 
ſhip that men do bow down before it, doth there» 
by becomes an Idol, and on that account is for- 
bidden in this Commandment ) not to ſpend 
ime in divining what that is by which the 
appears (it is ſo very myſtical) the Propo- 
ſition ir ſelf, 1. Suppoſes moſt falſely, that 
to bow down before any Image, thowgh with in- 
E 4 tent 
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rent to worſhip God, is to make it the Objet? of 
Divine Worſhip , and conſequently an Idol, 
2. It contraditts alſo what he faid before, 
that to do ſo, is Idolatry, upon the 2 con- 
trary account, Viz, 2 forbidden, as 
bath been ſhewn more at large above. Let 
him not contradict Chriſts holy Spouſe the 
Church (if he will not contradi& himſelf) 
much leſs accuſe her of 1dolatry, for wor- 
ſhipping God by bowing or kneeling before 2 
Crucifix ; as the Fews were allowed to do 
by the like actions before the Ark and the 
Cherubins, When he can prove this to be 
1dolatry from the Terms of the Law, or any 
thing elſe, be will do ſomething. Hitherto 
he hath done nothing, there being not any 
one Term in the Law, —— ſhewed) by 
which it is expreſly prohibited to give Wor(bi 

to God himſelf — — I — — 
to his Second Proof, drawn, as he ſays, from 
the Reaſon annexed to the Law. 
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CHAP. IV. 


Dr. St.*s Second Proof, from the Reaſon of the 
Law, Sophiſtical. All Repreſentations of 
God, not diſhonourable to him ; nor reje- 
Hed as ſuch by the Church of England. The 
Proper Reaſon of the Law on Gods part aſ- 
fiened, and aſſerted to be the Supream Ex- 
cellency of his Nature. 


5. Is e Second Proof he brings (p.62.) 
to ſhew that God in the ſecond 


Commandment hath expreſly pro- 
labued the giving any . to ht 7 4. 4% 


Image, is from the Reaſon annexed to it. 
(P.58.) And that, he faith, the Scripture 
tells us was derived from Gods Infinite and In- 
comprehenſible Nature, which could not be re- 
+ wy to men, but in 4 way that mui? — an 
nfunite diſparagement to it. lex ro 
find this — becauſe he rey 1 4 
wxed to the Lam, either in the La it ſelf, or 
in the Preface, or in the Commination againſt 
the Tranſgreſſors of it : but it ſeems he 
ould not find it there himſelf, and there- 
Jore he cites for it, that Text of 1/4.49.18, 
To whom will ye liken God? Or what likeneſs 
{ile compare to him? And that of Deut. 4. 

| I5,16, 
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15,16. Take good heed to your ſelves, &c. fox 
Je [aw no manner of ſimilitu de on the day that 
the Lord ſpake wnto yow. And the Conſe. 
uence from all is, 4 deſire to know whether 
Fa this Reaſon God doth not declare, that all 
Worſhip given to lum by any wifuble Repreſenta- 
nion of him, is extreamly diſhonour able to him 
This is the Sum of his Diſcourſe; apt 
enough, I confeſs, to delude a vulgar Audi. 
tory out of the Pulpit , but altogether em- 
pty and inſignificant, when brought to the 
Tett of Reaſon, as 1 ſhall make appear in 
this Chapter. The Reader in the mean 
time may pleaſe to take notice, that where- 
as heinfers now onely from the Premiſes, 
That all Worſhip given to God by ally viſible 
Repreſentation of him, i extreamly diſhonours 
able to him, and not that it is flat Idolatry, he 
is either grown lind all on the ſuddain, ot 
jealou that his Proof falls ſhort of his 
Charge : ſince every extreamly-great ſin, 3s 
Blade and the like, is extreamly diſbonos- 
rable to Cod, and yet not Idelatry, As for 
the Concluſion it ſelf, whether and in wha 
ſenſe it may be true or falſe, ſhall be exami- 
ned below ; Let us ſec firſt what truth there 
is in the, Amecedent , from whence he in- 

fers it. 
$.2. The Propoſition he lays down for 
the Keaſon of the Law, is this; Gods Ns 
ture being Infinite and Incomprehenſible , cat 
; zn 
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wot be repreſented to men, but in 4 way that 
mut be an infinite diſparagement to it. And, 
it this be ſo, what ſhall we ſay to one that 
ſhouldrepreſent God in Picture, as a Three» 
Corner'd Light caſting out radiant Beams on 
all ſides of iti at a little diſtance a teſplen- 
dent Cloud of Glory in a Circular form en- 
compaſſing the Light: Within the Cloud, 
reac ta the Fountain of Brightneſs, Angels 
adoring ; wit haut the Cloud, Faith and Reli- 


{ gionpraying, and directly under it, an Altar 
| with an inflamed Heart offering it ſelf in Sa- 


criſice ? Would ſuch a viſible Repreſeata- 
tion as this, be an infinite diſparagement to 
God ot no ? If my Adverſary gram ity (as 
he muſt do, if he ſpeak conſequently to him- 
ſelf) then what becomes ot the Church of 
England? For in the Frontiſpiece of her 
Book of Common Prayer, Printed at Landon 
by Robert Barter 1642. in octavo, this very 
Pidare is expoſed to the Hes of all her 
People ; and to prevent their miſtaking it, 
is intended to pron any thing but God, 
the incommunicable Name FEHOY AH is 
written in the midſt of the Triangular 1. da 
and that in Hebrew Characters, to ſtrike (na 
doubt) a greater teſpect and reverence in the 
Beholders ? If he deny it to be an infinite 
diſparagement, then what becomes of his 
Fundamental Poſition, that God being infinite 
and incomprehenſible, cannot be repreſented to 
men, 
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men, but in 4 way that muſt be an infinite diſþa- 
ragement to his Nature ? Whatever Calvin 
denies concerning the lawfulneſs of repre- 
ſenting God in Picture, we ſee how far the 
Church of England allows it in the Front 
of her Publick Liturgy, and there want not 
other examples not unparallel to this, in 
ſome of her Churches alſo. So that Dr. 
Stiflingfleet muſt either condemn her of In- 
piety in waking and expoſing ſuch kind of He- 
preſentations to the Eyes of the People i or 
himſelf of a moſt groſs Errour , when he 
aſſerts in ſo — a manner, that God can- 
not be repreſented to men in any way but what 
muſt be an infinite diſpar agement to him. Pet- 
haps he will ſay, they ate not expoſed by the 
Church of England for Worſhip. But that 
belongs to the Conſequence. Our Queſtion 
at — is, about the Antece dent, whether 
they may not be made without diſpatage- 
ment to God Beſides that himſelf not one- 
ly condemns them for Worſhip, but alſo in 
order to the putting as in mind of Cod ʒ which 
how ſtrange ſoever it ſeem, he avowedly 
maintains, p.68. when he affirms, That they 
tend highly to the diſbonour of God, and ſugęiſ 
mean thoughts to ws of the God we are to wor- 
ſhip. But of this more in the next Chap- 
ter. Let him make his attonement with the 
Church of England as he can. I come now 
to ſpeak to the point it ſelf, 

$. 3; 
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6. 3. Piftures or Images made with teſe- 
rence to God, may be conſidered two ways: 
either A made to repreſent the Divinity it 
Self, out of an Erroneous Conceit which the 
Maker hath of it in his mind; ſuch as the 
Anthropomorphites had of Cod, whom they 
conceived to have Eyes, and Ears, and Hands, 
and other like bodily parts, as we have 3 or 


| & repreſenting immediately ſuch things as 


bear a certain Analogy or Proportion to 
ſome divine Perſections, and thereupon are 
apt to raiſe our Minds to the Knowledge and 
— of the PerfeRions them- 
felves : As when God the Father is picture d 
as he appeared to Daniel in the likeneſs of the 
Ancient of Days, to manifeſt his Wiſdom 
and Eternity ; and the H. Ghoſt in the hike» 
ncfs of a Dove, to ſigniſie his Purity and 
Simplicity, in a manner ſuitable to our Con- 
ceptions. The frft ſort of Repreſentations 
are an infinite —— to the Divine 
Nature becauſe being infinite and inviſible, 
it cannot be repreſented as it is in it ſelf by 
any corporeal likeneſs or figures. But the 
Second are no way diſhonourable to him, 
decauſe they are not made to reprefent the 
Divine Nature by an immediate or proper ſi- 
militude, but by Analogy onely, or Meta- 
phorical ſigniſication, as is above declared. 
And if it were no diſþar agement to God to ap- 
pear in ſuch or ſuch viſible forms, it can be 
none 
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none to repreſent them in Picture, no mort 
than it is to relate or deſcribe them in iti. 
ting- 

5. 4. This premiſed, I anſwer to the 
Propoſition, If his meaning be that Gods Na- 
ture being infinite and incomprehenſible, cannit 
be re — to men (either Rreperly ot Ane. 
logically) but in a way that muſt be an infinite 
diſparagement toit y I deny it as falſe. God 
the Father would never have repreſented 
himſelf in a humane form, nor the H. Ghoit 
in the likcneſs of a Dove, had it been diſbs- 
neurable, Nor do I believe the Church of 
ns would have permitted the Divinity 
to be picture d in the likeneſs of a Trianzular 
Light, had ſhe thought it a diſparagement, 
Bur jf his meaning be, that the Divine Na- 
ture being infinite, cannot be repreſented pre- 
perl as it is, by any corporcal ſimilitude; 

grant it, Bur then the Conſequence in vir- 
tue of this Antecedent, can oncly be this, 
that to worſhip God by ſuch a viſible Re- 
preſcntarion, as conceiv'd proper to his Na- 
ture, is extrtamly diſbonourable to him. And 
in this we perſectly agree with him; but ut · 
eerly deny what he farther inſets without 
any reſtric lion ot reaſon ; that all Worſhip gi- 
ven to God by any viſible Repreſemation of him, 
(whether conceiv'd as Proper or Analogical] 
is extreamly diſhononrable to him, 


Hiring 
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Having ſhuwn the Propoſition it felf q 
taken in He unlimited Senſe he gives it) to 
be falſe, it follows manifeſtly, that it cannot 
be the Reaſon of — Law. * — 1 a more 
ample diſcovery of his Sophiſtical managi 
of || ven wars 4 l ſhall! give it a farches 
Conſiderations it is aſſigned by him for the 
Reaſon of the Law. 

$.5. The Queſtion at preſent between us, 
is, about the Reaſon of the Law, viz. Why 
God forbad the making 2 graven Image, or 
the likeneff of any thing in Heaven or Earth, 
or under the Earth, to bow down and worſhip 
it And on the People's part, to whom the 
Law was given, it is evident that it was to 
keep them in their duty of giving Sovereign 
Worſhip to Cod alone, by reſtraining them 
from Idolatry. But this it ſeems was too 
plain and obvious a Reaſon for. ſo Metaphy- 
ſtal a Diſcourſer ; He ſeeks therefore a- 
nother more ſubtil and elevated, and conſe- 
quently more apt to lead a vulgar Reader in- 
io a maze, viz. What Ferfedbios in God was 
the Cauſe or Reaſon why he made this Law ? 
What he aflerts it to be, we have already 
heard, viz, That the Divinity cannot be re- 
preſented to men, but in 4 way that muſt be an 
finite diſÞer agement to it, What 1 aſhicm 
it to be. is, The Supreme Excellency of God's Naw 
ture, to which Severaign Worſhip is onely 
due, and not the incongruity of an Image to re- 
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Freſent it, as he often expteſſeth its The 
Queſtion thus ſtated , 1 prove my Aſſer- 
tion, 

1. From the Prefaceof the Law (the uſu- 
al place where the Reaſons of all Laws are 
expreſſed) becauſe the Reaſon there aligned 
by the Law-maker himſelf, is this, I am the 
Lord thy Cod. And what is this, but Iam 
the onely Supreme and Super- Excellent Being 
above all and over all, ro whom therefore 
Soveraign honour is nei to be given, and to 
none beſide me ? Neither is there any men- 
tion at all made of the irrepreſentablenefi of 
the Divine Nature, ot the incongruity of an 
Image to repreſent it to men ; But the ſame 
reaſon of his Supreme Excellency is enforced 
ancw from the Zeal or Fealonſie which God 
hath of his honour, when immediately after 
the Prohibition, he adds, For I the Lord thy 
God am 4 Fealous God, (as the Proteſtant 
Tranſlation hath it) by which he gives us 
to underſtand that the Reaſon why he will 
puniſh ſeverely thoſe who ſhall give his ho- 
nour to any thing beſide himy is, becauſe he 
i the Lord their God, to whom onely it is 
due. 

2. I prove it from the neceſſary Connexi · 
on there is, as of an effect to its proper Cauſe, 
between the Prohibition of the Law on the 
one ſide, and the Supreme Excellency of the 
Divine Nature on the other, 10 
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To make this as clear as the matter will 


give me leave, I muſt defire the Reader to 


reflect, that although there be 0 diftinition 
of Attributes ot PerfefFions in God, but that 
All are really one and the ſame indiviſible 
ferſection with his Nature; and conſequent- 
ly the ſame with one another, viz. his Aer 
with his F#ſftice ; his Fuſlice with his Truth, 
and his Truth with his Omnipetence, &c. Yer 
We, by reaſon of the narrowneſs of our Un- 
derſtanding, ate forced to apprehend, and 
diſcourſe (fot example) of his Mercy as di- 
fin from his Fuſfice, _ them as the 
proper Cauſes or Reaſons of ſeveral (even con- 
trary) effects, which God produces by them, 
When he forgroes, we = he does ſo be- 
cauſe he is Mercifuly and when he puniſhes, 
we ſay, he does fo, becauſe he is 701 z 0 
that — Reaſon, as conceived by us, 
why he forgives, is his Mercy, and not his 
— ; and why he paniſbes, is his Juſtice, 
and not his Mercy ; and fo immediate is the 
connexion between them and their effedts, 
that if you abſtract his Mercy, there is no 
reaſon left to conceive why he ſhould fer- 
give; nor to puniſh, if you abſtract his Fu- 
fice, But in caſe you abſtract his Fuiticey 
and leave his Mercy, the effect of forgiving 
will ſtill follow,and conſequently his er, 
and not his Jaſfice, muſt be aſſigned aw the 
formal Caaſe or —_ why be forgins , 


From 
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From hence. I think, I may infer, and lay 
down this General Rule , That that Netion 
or Perfection in God, upon which (conſi- 
dered preciſcly in it felt) an eſfect depends, 
ſo that it follows or net follows as a conſe- 
quence from it, according as the ſaid noti- 
on & or H not conſidered by us z ought to 
be aſſigned for the proper Cauſe or Reaſon of 
ſuch an effecf. Bur fo it is in our preſen; 
caſe, that if we conſider the Divine Na- 
ture preciſcly as Supreamly Excellent (ab- 
ſtracting from its Incengruity to be repteſer- 
ted) it neceflarily follows, that Soverairs 
Werſhip is due oncly to It, and not to be gy 
ven to any othet ether Image or Thing, But 
it we conſider it as / r1{ble onely, and Irre 
preſentable, (abſtracting from the notion of 
Supreme Excellency) it doth not follow on 
that account preciſely, that Soveraion Wer: 
ſhip, or indeed any Worſhip at all is due un- 
to it. An Angel is inviſible and cannot 
be repreſented as he is; doth it therefore 
follow that So: craig Worſhip is due rohim? 
Or that any Worſhip at all is to be given to: 
Seund, becauſe it cannot be painted? Fr 
cellency then, and not Inviſibility, is the Fe 
mal Reaſon of Worſhip. Whether a thitg 
can or cannot be repreſented by an Image or 
Picture, it it have no Fxcelſency, no Wer- 
ſkip is due unto it: and if it have Excellerg, 
Worſhip is dus to it, according to the de 

tha 
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rec of Excellency it is cndowed with. And 
upon that account Soveraign Civil Worſhip 
was equally due from the People to e- 
ſes, being conſtituted their Prince by God, 
when his Picture could be drawn, as when 
t could not becauſe of the ſhining of his fac 

or when he kept on his Vail, or put it off: 
And God himſelf was no leſs adorable when 
he appeared to Daniel like the Ancient of 
pays, than when he gave the Lew to Moſes 
without any Swmilitude To conclude, to 
be Supremely- Excellent is Proper to God a. 
lone j Not-to-be-repreſentable by an Image, is 
Common to Him with Angels, though in « 
higher degree : and however it enter mate- 
rally, or à parte rei, (as the Schools ſpeak) 
as the other Attributes of Trath, Wiſdow, 
Grdneſf, &c. do, to conſtitute the Divine 
Nature Supremely- Excellent z yet it is mani- 
&| chat his Excellency preciſely, and none 
of the other Attributcs, is the immediate 
" WH and formal reafon why Sevcraigu Worſhip is 
io be given to none but Him ; and conſe» 


"* Wl quently why this Law was made particu- 
Ay to forbid it to be given (as at that time 
* Wit wis given by the Heathen ) to Graves 
* Tings, that is, Repreſentations of Imagi- 
25 ary Beings z or te any Sine, that 18, 
'” Wie likeneſs of any thing, which although 
rey, . 


* bal real Being, yet was not Gods 
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3dly. Ad eminem, I argue thus. What 
follows preciſely from the Divine Nature's 
being Iwviſible and Irrepreſentable (abſtract. 
ing trom its Supreme Excellency, the proper 
Objea of Latris) is onely tha, that men 
therefore ought not to preſume to make any 
Image ot likeneſs,to repreſent it as it is: and 
the Law in virtue of it; muſt be to forbid 
the making any [ach Image : But Dr. St. utter- 
ly denics the Law we treat of to con- 
tain any ſoch Prohibition in it; as appears 
by his words againſt Bellarmim and others, 
pag. 77. — [As though ever any Mes 
were ſuch fools to believe an Image could perfe 
Ah repreſent an Infinite Being ; or that Gui 
need to make 4 Law ts forbid that which « «- 


terly _— in the very nature of the thing : 


He might more reaſonably forbid men to pat 
4 Sound,*-----0r te make new Worlds, than 1 
command them not to make any Image wii 
ſhould perfeitly repreſent bis Nature.) This 
he, to ſhew the Law meant nothing leſs that 
to forbid men to make an [mage of God 
which yet is a that follows in virtue of Ins 
wot being repreſemtable by any corporeal & 
gure, Theretore,according to himſelf, the 
u repreſentablencf of the Divine Nature, u 
preciſely cunſidet d, cannot be aſſignc d bu 
the Proper Canſe or Reaſon of this Law. Ib 
much trom Nan. 
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$. 6, Icome now to the places of Scri- 
+; which, he faith, tel wv, that the 4 

an of the Law was, That God's Nature be- 
ing Infinite, could not be repreſented but in « 
wa) that muit be an infinite diſpar agement to 


To the firſt, 1/4. 40. 18, To whom will ye 
likes God / Or what likeneff will ye compare 
ants him ? 1 anſwer, The Prophet tells us, 
that nothing is or can be like or compared 
to God z but where doth he tell us that 
this is the Reaſon of the Law, unleſs we 
ue bound to believe it becauſe Dr. St. ſaith 
it? There is a likeneſs of Repreſentation, and 
a liteneſ of Compariſon (as the words them - 
ſelves to import} bur neither of them 
evince what he intends. For if the words 
de to be underſtood of likeneſ in Repreſen- 
tation, all that can be inſett d from them, 
is, that ſuch a liteneß is not to be made 
the Prohubrtiow whereot, as the Petter de- 
nies to be any part of the Law; fo the thing 
u lell makes nothing againſt Catholicks, who 
adhor the very thought of making any ſuch 
likeneſs : and the Council of Trent, Seſſ. 25. 
expreſly enjoyns her Paſtors, for preventing 
any miſtake in ignorant and unleatned Pere 
lons, When [ome Hiftorical paſſage of H. Scri- 
jure conceruin God, M repreſented in Picture, 
bitach them that the Divanity at ſelf u not 
hereby fyured, as If it could be ſeen with cor- 
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poreal Eyes, or drawn in Colours, or expreſſed 
in Figures; but that ſuch kind ol Pictutes 
are oncly Repreſentations of ſome Appari- 
tion or Aition of God, in a way proportion 
able ro our Humane Conception. Bur if 
the Prophet ſpeak not of a likenef in Repre- 
ſentation, but in Cempariſou, as the Con- 
rents of the Chapter in the Proteſtant Bible 
affirm in theſe words, The Prophet comfortiti 
the People v. 18. by the Incomparablenefi of 
God : that is, if his intent be (as their own 
Annotation hath it upon that place, Bible is 
arte, 1610.) to arm them againſt the Ids 
latry wherewith they ſhould be tempted in Bu 
bylon, by ſhewing that none of the Idelt of 
the Heathen were to be compared to Him in 
Wiſdom, Greatneſs, Power, &c. as is mani- 
teſt he does from v. 12. to the end of the 
Chapter it is no more to the purpoſe tor 
which he alledges it, viz. Therefore it « for- 
bidden to worſhip God himclf 7 bowing & 
Fneeling before an Image, than it one ſhould 
ſay, There is no compariſon for Riches and 
Greatneſs between a King and a Peaſant 1 
therefore it is not lawful to give honour to 
the King, by putting off ones Hat before his 

Picture, or the Chair of State. 
$.7. To the other Text of Deut. 4. 15. 
where <AMoſes ſaith, Take rood heed to you 
ſelves, (for ye ſaw no manner of Stmilitude i® 
the din that the Lord ſpake to you.) lankwer, 
Ihr 
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That de faito no manner of Similitude was 
ſeen at that time by the People, that aſter- 
wards they might not take occalion (as they 
were apt enough) to Conceive it to have 
been a proper Kepr c ſenta: ion of the Divi- 
nity, and ſo entertain an erroncous Concc it 
of God, Notwithſtand i ig, it it had fo 
pleas'd him, when he gave the Law he might 
have appearcd to the People in lome viſible 
likereſs, wthour — gement to his Na- 
ture, 2s it is lkely he di dina glorious man- 
et to Aoſes, ar the — a giving ot the 
Law, (when he deſcended and (food with him 
on the Rock, and he ſaw the back paris of God, 
and bowtd to the Earth,and worſhipped, t. xod. 
33.23. & 34.5,8.) and as both before and 
atter he appeared to the Patriarchs and Pro- 
phets ; and conſequently his net appear me ſo 
& fatto, could not be the Reaſon of the Law. 
For as Dr. St. himſelf confetles very inge» 
nuoully,p.63. Although God had appeared 
with 4 8 miliradc then, yer there might hav: 
been great realon for ma: 2 4 Law raue 
wor bing the Heathen Idols, or f the 
rent,, 1 of ro tr 14 or ſhip #7208 the & re Images 


| add EVM avail thinking of h: "ROUT 1G 
God, by an Image _— by men, (it chat were 
on meaning of the Law, as i; is uot) ſince 
lach . itnccctlitv) might have been 
made, and u _ have obli ted, altnuuzh 
Cd had chuſcn ſame viſiole like to ap 
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pear in at that time, The words then ( For 
ye [aw no manner of Similutude on the day that 
the Lord ſpake to you) though cited by the 
Doctor without a Varenthe(ts,to make them 
ſeem of more force, were not ſet down 
Moſes, as the Reaſon of the Law: But the 
matter of ſact was made uſe of by him as a 
Metive to induce the People to & Odſer- 
vance of it, in a Sermon he makes Dent. 4. to 
preſs them to that duty. And this Expli- 
cation allo the Door might have found in 
his n Bible, if he had but vouchſaſed to 
caſt his Eye upon the Contents of the Cha- 
pter, where the whole Diſcourſe is entituled, 
A Exhortation to Obedience ; or on the 
Breviate on the top of the 1 where the 
Arguments us d in it are call'd Perſwaſions ts 
Obedrence. But there was the word likene 
in the firſt Text; and Sumilusde in the 
cond, denied of God y and theſe were e- 
nough without conſidering the Context, of 
the intent of the Writer, or the Contents 
of the Chapters, to ask, Whether God b 
that Reaſon doth not declare, that all Worſe 
iven to him by any viſible Repreſentation of 
7 Hi i extreamly diſhonowr able to ? Now, 
though Proteſtants may hold with Dr. S. 
that the Scripture is the moſt certain Rule of 
their Faith ; yer unleſs they wilſully ſhut their 
Eyes, they cannot think the Method he takes, 
to be the moſt certain way to find out 
11s 
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ies Senſe. But to draw to a Concluſion in 
"+ 2.Ler ns feppolothe 

$.8.Ler us ſuppoſe the 4rowment (notwith- 
ſanding all that hath bees (aid to ſhew irs 
deficiency in all its parts) to be good and 
ſound, and that, in its largeſt extent, viz, 
The Nature of God being infinite and incons- 
prehenſible, cannot be repreſented to men but 
in 4 wa) that muſt be an infinite diſparagement 
toit, Let us grant, I ſay, this Ameredenr, 
and the Places of Scripture in the ſenſe they 
are cited by him. Let us grant the Conſe- 
quence too he inſers from them, Therefore 
all Worſhip given to Him, by any viſible Ree 
preſentation of him (whether Proper or Ana- 
logical) is extreamly diſhonourable to him. 
Sappoſe, I Gay, all this to be fo. Will 
it follow from hence that Chrift accor- 
ding to his Humanity, cannot be tepre - 
Ented but with great diſÞaragement to 
Him ? Or, that to = off our Hats, 
when we behold the Figure of his $4- 
ated Body, as Nailed ups the Crof 
with intent to Worſhip Him , muſt be 
extreamly diſbonourable to Him ? What 
it the Sen of Man be Inviſible, and can- 
tot be repreſented by any Corporeal 
Figure or Colours 7 Will it tollow 
tom thence, that any Piture made to 
repreſent a Prince accotding to his Exter« 
nl Features, would be a A arage ment 
o 
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to him ? and any Honour given him by 
means of ſuch a Kepreſencation, a Diſks. 
nowr f The Conſquence he brings is no 
better, in order to Chriſt and his Image, 
If then his Argument do not at all con- 
cern the praftilſ« of Cathalicks in making 
the Images of Chriſt and his Saints, with 
reſpect to their Honour ; to what pur- 
pole was it to lay down for the Reaſoy 
of the Law, (in which he will have i 
to be forbidden) That God's Nature be- 
ing Infinite and Incomprehenſible, could nat 
be repreſemed without infinite diſpurage- 
went to it ? To what purpoſe was it to 
ſpend no leſs than three Pages, as he 
does $. 6. in citing Authours to prove 
that the Wiſer Perſons of the Heathen 
themſelves condemned the Worſhip of God 
by Images as incongruous to a Divine Nature ? 
Was it to make his Reader believe that 
Catholicks allow of any Pictures as proper 
Repreſentations of the Inviſible Deity ? 
Let him lay his Hand upon his Heart, 
I have told him the Churches Senſe in 
that Point. What thoſe Wiſcr Perſons 
of the Heathens meant, is evident from 
their Words, and from the Time in which 
they lived, to be this: That the Ns 
ture of God being Spiritual and Inviſible, 
it could not be repreſented by any thing 
like unto it ; and therefore the Worſhip 

Wine 
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which the People gave to their Images, as 
Gods, or like unto the Gods they worſhip- 
ped, was incongruow to the Divine Na- 
tarts and a diſpararement to the Deity. 
And if the Germans, as Tacitus reporteth, 
(de morib. German, c. 9,) rejected Images 
made in the likenef of men, (which the Do» 
tor conveniently leaves out) becauſe they 
thought them unſuitable to the Greatneſs of 
Celeſtial Deities (tor, Other Figures and Sym- 
bols they had in their conſecrated Groves, as 
the ſame Tacitws there witneſſeth, and 
Dr. St. ſupprefſeth) it was but what the 
Light of Nature taught them concerning 
the notion of a Deity ; which, had the my- 
ſtery o God made Man been revealed to 
them, would have taught them alſo, thar 
it was no diſpar agement to Him to be repres, 
ſented in the likenef of Man, and to be wore 
ſhipped by ſuch an Image. His other Citati- 
on; took upon his word, without exami- 
ning them z; and the Reader may gueſs by 
this out of Tacitus, whether it be not likely 
I did him a kindneſ in it. 
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CHAP, V. 


Worſhip unlawful by the Light of Nature, 
equally unlawful to Fews and Chriſtians. 
A ſtrange Paradox advanced by Dr. Stil- 
lingfleet, viz. What can an Image do to the 
buightning of Devotion, or raiſing Affe- 
Gion ? How far his Devotion to the 
sun may be allowed in the Fudgment of 
St. Leo. 


Heathens concerning the Wor- 

ſhip of Images, he paſſes to the 
Clearer Diſcoveries of the Goſpel, 5. 7. and 
wonders as at 4 thing of all things the moſt 
ſtrange to him, that any Perſons Roald think 
thu Precept onely reſpected the Fewiſh 0econt- 
my ; and he repeats his wonder in a higher 
ſtrain, p.67. when he asks, How any men in 
their Senſes can imagine that Worſhip to be law- 
ful among Chriitians, which was unlawful ts 
the Jews * It ſeems he wanted an Adver- 
ſary to combate, and rather than lay down 
his Weapons, he was reſolved to muke one, 
though ot empty Air: For there is not one 
word in the Reply (which bg pretends to 
anſwer) to ſignihe that the Author of it 
ever 


$. F the Notions of the Wiſer 
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ever look d upon this Precept as a meer po- 


farve Lam, ( which by his wondering he 


would make his Reader believe) but the 
quite contrary. For the meaxing of the Law 
there given, is this, That what God forbids 
init, u, to give his Worſhip to Idols z which 
Prohibition being but an Explication of the 
Lew of Nature, muſt equally oblige both 
Fews and Chriſtians, Yer to ſpeak to a 
Point, the occaſion of ſo much wonder. 
What Worſhip is it he means was wnlawful 
to the Fews, and is lawful to Chriſtians ? 
Was it to worſhip God by ſome Symboli- 
cal Figures inſtituted to raiſe their Minds 
to 2 more lively apprehenſion of Gods Ma- 
jeſy and Glory ? No; for this the Fews did 
by bowing down before the Ark and the 
Cherubins y and very lawfully they did it, 
as appears by David's exhorting them to 
bow or fall down before the footſtool of Cod, 
Plal.9$, Or was it to worthip God by 
ſome Corporeal Repreſentation conceiv'd 
as Proper to his Nature ? This he hath been 
told before,is no leſs unlawful to Chriſtians 
now, than it was formerly to the Jews, but 
rather more, by rea ſon of the clearer knows 
ledge they have of the Nature of God, 
What Worſhip then docs he mean f Pray 
take it in his own words, and make the beſt 
ont you can, God's being a Spirit, given, 
laith he, as a particular Reaſon why ws eurht 
to 
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to worſhip him after a ſpiritual manner, and 
not by any Corporeal Repreſentation, as the 
Tews ſaid the Samaritans worſhipped God in the 
form of 4 Dove. This is what he faiths 
and if his words be to be raken with rela- 
tion to what the Samaritans did, he ought 
firſt to have told us what that was; For as 
it appears from Scripture, 4 Kings 17. 33. 
they made an erroneous Conceit of God, 
becauſe they worſhipped him together with the 
Gods of the Aſſyrians, and as One of Many, 
though the Beſt of the Company; which 
neither the Fews did, nor Chriſtians (I hope) 
do, but as the onely true Goa, But if his 
words muſt be taken without that reſpect, 
as they make up an Antecedent and Conſe- 
quence, Viz. God is 4 Spirit, therefore we 


ought to worſhip him after a ſpiritual manner, 
and not by any Corporeal Repreſentation what- 
ſoever : As the Conſequence will hold as well 
againſt worſhipping God by any 1 


Geſture or Ceremony, as by an Image , So the 
giving him Worſhip by any Corporeal Re- 
preſcntation (ſuppoſing the Law not to be 
mecerly Poſitive, but Natural, and the Con- 
ſequence good) was, and is alike unlawful 
both to Jews and Chriſtians But in calc 
there weee a particular Prohibition 
given to the Jews (by reaſon of their 
pronencſs to Idolatty) of not making any 
Im ne or likeacls for Worſhip, though - 
6 
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God himſelf, the Law as to that part is 
evinc'd to be only Ceremonial, from their be- 
ing diſpens'd with, in the making and uſe of 
the Ark and Cherubins, and ſo not obliging 
Chriſtians, but manifeſtly — that the 
uſe of Images (abſtracting from ſuch a poſi- 
tive Prohibition) & not unlawful. From 
hence it appears how incongruous his com- 
pariſon is between the uſe of Images and Com- 
mon Swearing : This being of its own nature 
evil, and always dangerous y That not ſuch;nor 
dangerous in chr fan, , Who are imbued 
from their Infancy, with a more clear and 
perfet knowledge of the Nature of God, 
than ever the Wiſer Heathens attained to by 
the Light of Reaſon, or the Fews by the Law 
of Moſes, Yet is not their ſtare ſo ſpiti- 
tual as to put them quite out of their Sen- 
ſes. The Maxim of the Philoſopher holds 
ſtill good with them, That nothing enters 
into their Underſtanding, but what paſſes 
firſt by the Gates of their Senſes, and no 
Operation of the Sight (the quickeſt of them) 
is performed without an Image. 

g. 2, Hitherto the Docter hath been very 
cateful ro make his Reader believe him ſeri- 
en; but who can imagive him to be lo, 
when he advances that range Paradox, 
p. 68. What can ſuch an Image, (that is, 
to uſe his own phraſe, 4 Block or a hewn- 
ſtone, repreſenting God to his mind) What cans 
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ſuch an Image, ſaith he, do to the heightning 
of Devotion, or raiſing Aﬀettions ? And he 
means not onely an Image of the Deity by 
way of Likeneſs, or Analogy, or Union y eve- 
ry one of which, he ſaith, tends highly to the 
diſhonour of the Deity , and ſugeeits mean 
thoughts to us of the God we are to worſhip, but 
alſo of the Images of Chriſt our Lord, made 
to repreſent his Humane Nature with reſ 
to his Worſhipy as is evident by his applau- 
ding the Conſtantinopolitan Fathers for cor 
demning it as a great Abſurdity, (p.79.) the 
reaſon whereot he ſcems to give in this 
place, when he immediately addes, And i 
there no danger among Chriſtians, that they 
ſhould entertain too low and unworthy thought: 
of God? And can any thing tend to it mare 
— than the bringing down the Repre- 
entations of him to the Figure and Lineaments 
of a Man, drawn upon 4 Table, or carved in 
an Image Thus He; And if he be ſeri- 
ous, what can 1 do but admire the thrice» 
fe ſtate of theſe men, who living in the 
Body as out of the Body, (it is ſo ſpiritus- 
lid by continual Praying, Faſting, and 
other Macerations) can mount at pleaſure 
into the Third Heaven, and need not the al- 
ſiſtance of any wiſible Repreſentations to raile 
them to the knowledge of the 1nviſible and 
Jncomprehenſible Deity ? This, I confeſs, is 


a ſtate more to be admired, than ever to be 
hop'd 
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hoped for) in this life, by the greater part of 
the Children of Adam. And 


therefore 
Cod, to lead man to the knowledge of Him, 
by means proportionable to his Nature, 
(which, as I ſaid, is to derive its knowledge 
from the Senſes) created the ſtately Machin 
of this viſible World, to ſerve as a Hierogly- 
phick of his Greatneſs and Power. Next, ha- 
ving choſen a peculiar People to his Service, 
although he forbad them to make the liłe- 
teß of any of thoſe things he had created, 
to worſhip them for Gods yet he commans« 
ded Moſes (Exod.25.10,17,18,) to place 
in the Temple where they were to worſhip 
him, a repreſentation of his Footſtool and 
Throne (the CA rk and the Propitiatory) with 
two Cherabins of beaten Gold attending on 
eich ſide of the Seat, to raile their thoughts 
to a more venerable apprehenſion of his 
Majeſty and Greatneß̃. Laſtly, the falneſf 
of time being come, in which he would 
ſhew the excef of his mercy towards Man- 
kind, he wis pleaſed (as S. Paul faith, Phil. 
2.7.) to take upon him the form of a Servant, 
and be made in the likenefs of Man, that is, 
to become indeed true Aan, not oncly to 
work our Redemption by ſhedding his moſt 
precious Blood, but alſo by that viſible form 
lis the Church ſings upon the day of his 
Nuvity) to carry, ot rather raviſh our hearts 
io the contemplation of his Inviſible Deity, Ut 
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dum viſibiliter Deum cognoſcimus, per hunc 4d 
inviſibilia rapiamur. And it this were the 
means made choice of by God himſelf, as 
moſt rfficacieus (becauſc moſt connatural) to 
conduct us to the knowledge and love of 
Him, then certainly the Pictures or Images 
of his Nativity, Paſſion, Reſurreftion, &c, 
which ſetve to put us in mind of what he 
did and ſuffercd for us in that form of 4 Ser. 
vat, cannot but conduce vety much to work 
the /ike effects in us. And after all this, can 
any man (not to uſe his own phraſe, in hi 
Senſes, but) who is ſerious, ask, What can 
ſech an Image do to the heightning of Divi- 
tion, or raiſing CAfﬀettions ? S. Gregory N. 
ſen lays of himſelf, (orat. de Deitate Fili 
& Spiritus Sancti) That be often beheld, 
but never without Tears, the Picture of Alu. 

ham ready to ſacrifice his Son Iſaac ; though 

but a rep eſentation onely of 2 Type of the 

Son of God upon the Altar of the Crols: 

And can any man, wholc heart is not d 


Stone, behold attentivcly the Image of h 
dying Saviour himfclf with his Hands and i = 
Feet Nailed to the Croff, and not be torches Ml be 

be; 


with a ſenſe of Devotion towards Him ? Sute 

ly he muſt have loſt the notion of Hu e 

Nature Who can ſoberly affirm, that the ma- 204 

king ſuch an Image with reſpect to His Wor-W # x 
b= 2 

ſhip. tends highly to the diſhencur of the Dein cul 
| 8 
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F 


(33) 

are toworſhip : unleſs to remember that he 
dyed for us, be to think meanly and diſhonour- 
ably of him. But whither will not a Reſo+ 
lution to maintain an Errour once eſpouſed, 
hurry the ſubrilleſt Wit ? The Doctors cager- 
nels to make us 1dolaters, had made him 


fancy that where God forbids to give his Wor- 
* ſhip to Idols, he forbad to — am Image 
| with reſßect to his own Worſhip : and this 
| forced him (for I cannot believe he did it 


without force to his own thoughts) to aſſert 
that an Image can do nothing to the heightning 


| of Devotion, or raiſins Affection. It he 


think I train his words too far, (though no 
farther than what his diſcourſe gives me 
cauſe to do) let him vindicate himſelf by 
proſeſſing candidly, that the Images of Chriſt 
according to his Humane Nature, may ſerve to 
raiſe our LAﬀettions, and heighten our Devo- 
tion to him as Gd. But then he muſt te- 
nounce the patronage of his Conſtantinopoli- 
tan Fathers, and tetract or anſwer his own 
Reaſon, that if this be done by calling to our 
mind the Being we are to worſtup, there muſt 
be ſuppoſed ſome Likeneſs, or Analogy, or Union 
between the Object repreſented and the Image, 
every one of which tends highly to the d1jho- 
nour of the Deity, and ſuggeſts mean thoughts 
10 ws of the God we are to worſbip : and parti- 
cularly that among Chriitians nothing can tend 
more effetually tout, than the bringing down 
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the repreſentations of him to the figure and li 
neaments of a man drawn upon 4 Table, or car. 
ved upon an Image, But what ought we 
not to do to free our ſelves from Miſtake, 
much more from Errowr ? The Miſtake at 
preſent (if I may give it ſo gentle a name) 
lics in this, That he confiders not, that 
if one thing hath connexion with, or 
analogy to another, although Inviſible; when 
the ſo· mer is repreſented to a Perſon that 
underſtancs the analogy or connexion there 
is betwecn them, it is apt to bring to his re- 
membrance the later. Hence it is, that 
although the Soul of man cannot be drawn 
in colours, yet when the Body to which it 
is united, is re preſented in Picture, the he- 
preſentation ſerves as a means to bring to 
our minds the Perſections or Graces of the 
Soul which informs it and not to bring them 
down (as againſt Nature and Experience he 
aſhrms) to the figure and lineaments of a Bud) 
arawn upon 4 I able, or carved in an Imagt. 
Had the reſt of Mortals been imbucd with 
this Principle, they had never cauſed either 
their Prc{ares or Images to be made, left 
they might be occation to their Friends, 
trom whom they expected Love and Ho- 
naur, to entertain tee lien and mer 
hong bts of them, Much leſs ought Prince: 

o permit any Chair of State to be placed in 

| 6 Charice, lor ſcar of rin 
dem 
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down the repreſentations of them to the un- 
couth figure of four or five ticks pur awk- 
wardly together. Bur this is noc all. 

6. 3. On this account, he ſaith (p. 59.) it 
ſeems much more reaſonable for him to worſhip 
God by proſtrating himſelf before the Sun, or 
any of the Heavenly Bodies; nay to an Ant 
| or a Fly, than to 4 Picture or an Image. And 

| have more kindneſs for him, if he ſhuuld 

doit, than to ſuppole him therefore (as he 
ſuppoſes himſelf, p. 70.) to be a Heathen 
les unleſs he take the Sun for a God. 

Philoſophy and Experience having given me 

ſo much inſight into the nature of humane 

ations, a to know they go whither they are 
> WW intended 3 and Religion fo much Charity, as 
: Wl tobcheve his intent was onely to worſhip the 
vue Godby it, But why docs it ſcem much 
nue reaſonable for him to worſhip God, by pro- 
1 


rating to the Sun, naytoan Ant, or a Fly, 
. WH than to 4 Pitture or an Image? The reaſon, 
de lays, is, becauſe in thoſe he ſees great evi- 
et Wl dences of the Power, and Wiſdom, and Goods 
Mf God, which may ſuzgeſt venerable ap- 
„ehen on of God to his mind, (lo then now 
lo» WW it ſcems that analogy doth not always tend 
thy WI highly to the diſhonour of the Deity, not 
ces ¶ ſaggeſt mean thoughts to us of the God we 
11" re to worſhip) whereas a Picture or an 
Image can have _— worthy admiration, 

the 
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le it be the Skill of the Painter or Artif- 
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cer. If this be the reaſon, he ought in my 
Judgment to have given the precedence to 
the Ant and the Fly, (or to the Ape, the 
Af, and the Tyger, brought in by him in 
a former compar:ſon) for all theſe have two 
degrees of Perfection beyond the Sun, vir, 
Life and Senſe, It the danger be, that heis 
more like to take an Ant or an Ape, by rea- 
ſon of their greater Excellency, for God, 
than the Sn, (the reaſon ſuppos'd by him 
ſelf why we chuſe rather to worſhip God by 
an Image, than by the Sun) on that account (tg 
let him feel the force of his own Argument, 
if it have any) that which deſerves moſt lo. 
nour ſhould have leaſt given it, and that which 
deſerves leaſt, ſhowld have moſt. For the dan- 
ger us there ſtill greater, where the Excellency 
greater, and by that means we ought rather 1 
worſhip (he lays to us, 4 Beaſt than 4 Saint zl 
ſay to him) the Earth than the Sun; fo 
there is leſs danger of believing one to be God, 
than the other, But to return to his forme: 
words, 

64. Is there nothing then in a Picture worth 
admiration beſides the Skill of the Painter or Ar 
tificer ? I dare avouch for the greater pan 
of Ladies, who fit for their Pictures, tha 
they do it not purely to beget in the Behol 
ders an admiration of the Painter y and thuſe 
who procure an Author's Picture to be {et 
betore his Book, intend, no doubt, — 

tho 
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thoſe who fix their eyes upon it, ſhould 44. 
mire ſomething beſides the Skill of the Ex- 
raver. I have my ſelf a Picture of a Friend 
which gives me occaſion frequent ly co admire 
the great Endowments of his Mind, but not 
at al the Haud that did it, it is fo rudely 
done. Something then there is in Pictures 
beſides the Still of the Painter, which may 
make them worthy, if not of admiration 
for the excellency of the work z, at lealt of #ſc, 
for their quick ſuggeiting to our Mind, hot 
onely the ontward Features, but alſo the in- 
ward Graces of the Perſons they repreſent, 
This virtue they have from thetr more ex- 
preſs repreſentation and likeneſs, even above 
other things, which have a grearcr reſem- 
blance in natural perfed7;ons ; and this is one 
Reaſon why we make uſe of them ſo frequent- 
ly fince God was made AMan, be cauſe they 
bring Him more immediately to our Mind, 
than either the San, or an Ant, or 4 Fh. 
And this may be the Reaſun (if I may have 
leave to ſuggeſt one) w Dr. St. Himſclt 
prefers the Sus for a Help to his Devotion, 
before an Ant or a Fly, though infcriour to 
them by two degrees in perfection ; becaule 
amongſt corporeal things, Light is the pu- 
reſt, and conccived by us to be likeſt ro a 
Spirit. But to preſer them all, and with 
them the Ape, the Af, and the Tyger, beſore 
an Image, — they have greatet natural 
G 4 per- 
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perſections than an Image hath, may (if it 
prevail in the World) quite undo the Com 
y of Picture-drawers in à little time, 
For if it ſhall be made appear much more 
reaſonable to make uſe of what approaches 
nearer in perfection, than litenef, the Ladies 
may come inſtead of the Pictures of their 
Friends, to wear Ants and Flies in Cryful 
Caſes upon their Breſts : and inſtead of their 
own Pictures to ſend them the Apes and 4. 
ſes he brought in ſo lamely in his former 
Compariſon, I and his Tygers too, when 
they can catch them, as greater reſems 
blances of their Perſectĩions. Perhaps he'll 
ſay, he ſpeaks not of the PerſeFions of theſe 
Creatures, as barely ſuch, but as great eviden- 
ces to him of the Power and Wiſdom and Cosa 
meſs of God. But how many are there in the 
World not ſo Philoſophical and — 
tive as he is, who think more how to tree 
themſclves from the importunity of the 
Ants and Flies, and from the heat of the 
Sun, than to conſider their perfections 8s 
great evidences of the Wiſdom, &c. of Cod 
and yct if they come into a place where 4 
Cruciſ x is, are preſently put in mind of Cod, 
and teſtific the venerable apprehenſion they 
have of him, by bowing thcir Knee, or put- 
ting off their Hats ? It he find his Devotion 
more inflam'd by the light and heat of the 
Sun, and the motions of thoſe little 7 
a0 
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than by an Image, much good may it do him. 
But this ought not to preſcribe to the Gene- 
rality of Chriitians, who | believe experi- 
ence more frequent and more venerable 
thoughts of God ſuggeſted to their Minds 
by the ſight of a Cruciß x, than by ſeeing the 
Sun, with all the Ants and Flies in the 
World. Tis not the nearer approach in 
perfect ion, even in the effect, that brings us 
always ſooneſt and ſureſt to the knowledge 


| of the cauſe. We ſee many Fathers are 
| not known by their Sons, who yet are pte- 


ſently known by their Piftures, And Athee 
ils deny the perfetions of the Creatures to 


de any evidences at all of that Being we call 


Cod: but cannot deny a Craciſix to repre- 
ſent to their own thoughts, that Perſon 
whom we believe to be God, Pictures 
then we ſec have an advantage in repreſent» 
ng, above the Creaturesz though in natu- 
ral perfections they be inferiour to them. 
But yet ſor all this, 

6. 5. He ſays, He cannot for his Heart un- 
derſland, why he may not as well, nay better 
burn Incenſe, and ſay his Prayers to the Sung 
having an intention onely to honour the true 
God by it, as to do both theſe to an Image. And 
the teaſon is till the ſame, becauſe he i [ure 
the Sun hath far more advantages than ay Ar- 
cia Image can have, and the beauty and in- 
fuence of it may inflame and warm ones De- 
vorion 
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wotion much more, I am ſure too, the gn 
hath far morc advantages than any materia] 
word can have, even the Name of JESU 
either written or ſpokeng and yet I do not 
find the beawty and influence of the Sun to in. 
flame and warm ones Devotion ſo much as the 
hearing or reading of that Sacred Name, 
But I perceive he hath a particular Devotion 
to the Sun (though it have leſs advantages 
than an Ant or a Fly) and therefore muſt 
warn him in Charity, not to ſay his Prayer; 
to it, no more than we do to Images, (as he 
very well knows, though he would make his 
Reader believe the contrary) for that were 
to tet minate his Intention upon the Sun, to 
put his truſt in it, and make it his God ; but 
as for his bowing to it, with intent to wor- 
ſhipthe true God, (or burning Incenſe, uſing 
it, as it is uſed by the Church, for a Cerc- 
mony of like nature with bowing) he may 
have a Reſolution of the Caſe, how far it 
may be allowed him, from the Pen of that 
Great and Learned Doctot 5. Leo: and for 
his farther ſatisfaction I ſhall rake the pains 
to tranſcribe his words. 

From that Opinion (faith S. Leo, Serm. in 
Natal. Dom.) NM. That the life of Mans 
governed by the Stars, that Impicty alſ tate: 
© its riſe, which i uſed by ſome who are 4 
* wiſe, to adore the Sun at his Riſing from ſom: 
eminent place, A thing whit ome Chri- 
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* tians think they do ſo religiouſly in the olſer- 
© vance of it, that before they enter into the 
church of S. Peter the Apoſtle, which i de- 
* dicated to the One true and living God, they 
© ro up to the top of the Church, and turning 
© themſelves to the riſing Sun, with low y 
* ſance bow down themſclues in honour of thay 
' Heſtrious Planet, Which we are exceedings 
ly grieved to ſee done, partly ont of igno- 
© rance, and partly out of a Heatheniſh 22. 
* Becauſe although ſome perchance do worſhi 

© the Creator rather of that fair Light, than 
* the Light it ſelf which is 4 Creature, ge- 


|  vertheleſs they ought to abſtain fromthe very 


" ſhow of ſuch a kind of Service, which when 
© ſome new Convert, who hath forſaken the 
* Worſhip of falls Gods, ſball find exhibited 
* to the Sun by the more ancient Profeſſors of 
" Chriſtianity, will be induced to retain that 
"part of his old Opinion as probable or allows« 
* ble, which he ſhall ſee to be common both to 
' Chriſtians and Heathens. Let the Faithful 
* therefore abſtain from ſo perverſe and wor- 
" thy-to-be-condemned a Cuſtom ; nor let the 
" honour due to God alone, be mixed with their 
" Rites who ſerve the Creatures 3 for the H. 
* Scripture ſaith, Thou ſhalt worſhip the 
Lord thy God, and him onely ſhalt thou 
* ſerve, Matth. 4. This is the Reſolution 
of that Ancient and Learned Father, at a 
time, whenas yet there were ſome Re- 
liques 
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liques of Paganiſm remaining in the 
orld. And from it the Dodtor may 
infer, That if he do not ſay his Prayers to 
the San, but oncly bow down, or uſe ſome 
external ſignification of honour of the like 
nature, ner out of ignorance, Or 4 Page 
#iſþ ſpirit, but with intent to macho 
True God, in ſuch fort as not to give 
ſcandal to the weaker Brethren, it may 
for a — of private Devotion in a 
tſon ſo Philoſophical and Contempla- 
tive as I judge him to be. And this is 
all which Vase, ( fo much accuſed by 
him, p.129.) doth teach for as for pub- 
lick and promiſcuous adoring of Ctes- 
tures, he condemneth it 2s 
Lib. 3. de undecent and ſcandalous, ſay- 
adorat. c. 1. ing expreſly, that Indiſcroms- 
natim creatur as 4dorandas pre- 
= , eſſet multis manifeſts cauſa periculi. 
f he ask me yet again, Why he may not de 
this as well, nay better to the San, than 1 
av Image, ſince he i ſure the Sun hath far 
more advantages than any Artificial Image : 
I think I may ask him, why he may not as 
well, nay better put off his Hat to one 
of the Lyons in the Tower, with intent 
to honour the King, as do it to his T. 
Fare, or the Chair of State ; ſince I am 
ſure the Lyon in his Senſe hath far more ad- 
vantage than any Artificial /mage or Fr: 
gore 
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»ure cin have 3 the Majeffy and Genereſity 
of the King of Beaſts, may ſu more 
venerable apprehenſions to him of the King 
he is to honour, But, to anſwer what 
for his heart he ſays cannot under- 


ſtand, and give him a clear Solution of 


his Scruple, I muſt defire him to conſi- 
der, that although the Creatures do re- 
— God after their manner, yet it is 

rudely, remotely, darkly, and imper- 


| feftly, that there is nced of a great deal 


of diſcourſe to diſcover the Analogy or 
Proportion — bear to their Creator xg 
They ate called Gods Foot - Het, and to 
gather the height and bigneſs of Hercu- 
tale from his Foot-flep, was not the 
work of every Vulgar Capacity. Where» 
1s an Image (for example) of Chriſt, is 
ſo apparently repreſentative of him, that 
vpon fight thereof our thoughts fly pre- 
ſently unto him: and his Picture is no 
boner in our Eyes, than his Perſon by 
imagination in our Mind : and conſc- 
quently the likeneß it bears to Him, is 
much more apt to isflame and warm ones 
Devotion, than the beauty and influence of 
the Fan. Belides, that the Creatures being 
fabſiſtent in themſelves, and evidently the 
Cauſcs of many great benefits to Mankind, 
tne danger is greater of terminating Wor- 
ſivp upon them, than upon an [maze, whoſe 
form al 
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ſormal Being conſiſting in Repreſentation 
onely, connaturally carries our Thoughts 
and AﬀeRions to the Perſon repreſented by 
it. By what hath been ſaid, he may fee 
how far the Defence he makes for himſch 
(p.79-) by his abuſive application of the 
diſtioction of Dalia and Hype dulia, and of 
Supream and Relative Worſhip, in caſe he 
ſhould bow down to the Sun, with intent to 
worſhip the tre: Cod, will bear him out. If 
he go farther, and (as he ſtates the caſe him- 
ſelf) pay his Devotions to the Sun as 4 (ubler- 
vient and mmiſterial God, though with ſabor- 
dination to the Supream Deity ; at his peril be 
it: For that which poſſibly would juſtiße 
his worſhipping of God by the Sun, will 
moſt certainly not juſtific his worſhipping 
the Sun for a God. 
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CHAP, VL 


of the Notions and Pradtiſe of the Wiſer Hea- 
thens in the matter of, their Images, The 
Texts of St. Paul, Ad, 17. 24. and 
Row. 1.21, Explained. Some of the De- 
fors Teftimonies Examined ; is particular 
the Relation he gives of what the Feſuites 
did in China. 


$.1, He next onſet the Doctor makes 

upon the Catholick uſe of Ima- 

ges, is with a freſh Recruit of 
his Wiſer Heathens , the woſt Intelligent of 
whom, he ſaith, p.74. did never look on their 
Images as any other than Symbol; or Repreſen- 
tations of that Being to which they gave Wor- 
ſy, What he would infer from thence, is 
ſo foul, he could not find in his heart to 
ſpeak it out. Yet I cannot but acknows 
ledge his kindnefs to us here, in comparing 
us at leaft with the moſt Intelligent among the 
Heathens ; whereas p.70. he had done his 
endeavour to inſinuate into his Reader's be- 
lich that the Egyptians (who worſhipped 
Crocodiles and — Leeks and Onyons 
lor Gods) were more exculable than the Pa- 
. To ufher in the dem of the Hea- 
thens 
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thens, he premiſes two Texts out of S. Pas), 
Ad, 17. 24. and Rom. 1. 19. as 4 mighty 
Arenment, he ſaith, to prove the anſuit- 
ablenef of the Worſhip of Images to the Nature 
of God, to be of an unalterable and aniverſal 
nature, And wonder whoever dtnyed it 
1) as Images as are conccived to be proper 
Likeneſſes or Repreſentations of the Drvi- 
nity, of which S. Pax! ſpeaks in the firſ 
place; or of the Images of the falſe Gods of 
the Heathens, of which he ſpeaks in the lu 
ter, Muſt the words of Scripture be al- 
ways taken barely according to their ſound 
without conſideration had to the Times 
Circumſtances in which they were written? 
That the Athenians whom S. Faul reproved 
Ads 17. 24. thought the Prvimiy to be lil 
to the [mages they mace of Gold and Si- 
ver, is evident by his words, as ſet down 
by Dr. St. himlclf, viz. Becauſe God was He 
who made the World, &c. Therefore we ought 
not to think that the Godbead is like unte Gold, 
er Silver, or Stone, eraven by Art or mani 
device, And himlelt grants this to have 
been their ſuppeſition, + This then was 2 
mighty Argument from the month of S. Tau, 
to drive that Erroncous Conceit out of the 
Minds of the Athenians, who believed the 
Divinity to be like the Images they macey 
bur none at all from the Pen of Dr. St. 2 
paint Catholrcks, wao deteſt the though 
of 
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of having or making any ſ#ch Image. To 
hat pucpoſe then was it brought, except 
he intended to make his Reader believe the 
Tais. to be no wiſer than the Athenians, 
who were ſo poſſeſſed with a wrong appree 
heuſion of the Nature of God, that (as St. 
Chryſoitom tells us upon that place) when 
they heard St, Paul ſpeak of Anaſtaſis, that 
is, the Rcſurtection, becauſe it was a new 
ms. Jer, never heard of before, and the 
word of the Feminine Gender, they con- 
cluded he brought them Tidings of ſome 
new Goddeſs ? 

j. 2. As forthe ſecond place of Rem. 1. 
21,23, nothing can be more clear, than that 
the Apoſtle ſpeaks there of the 7dels or 
Images of the Heatbens ; for after he had 
lud down the matter of fa& which he con- 
demned, viz. That although they knew God, 
wt they did not glorifie him as God, but chan- 
ced the Glory of the Incorruptible God into an 
[mage made like to corruptible Man, he adds 
allo, And to Birds, and four footed Beats, 
ad Creeping Things, (which words were 
Clapp'd under Deck by the Docter with an 
Fe. becauſe they plainly declare hat kind 
of Images the Apoſtle meant) and then 
Kerl.25, tells us that by fo doing: They chan- 
ed the Truth of God into 4 Lie, and worſhip- 
and ſerved the Creature, rather thas the 
rtators, Theſt are the words of the Apo- 
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file, fo plain that the Doctor could find ng 
evaſion, but to tell us, that St. Paul doth ns 
diſcourſe here againit the moſt greſ and (oth 
Idelaters of the Heathen, but, as St. Chry(. 
ſtem (faith he) well obſerves, againſt the Phi. 
loſophers, and the wiſeſt among them: wh 
though they differed in their opinions of Reli- 
gion extreamly from the YValgar, yet they con- 
curred with them an all the external prattice, 
of their Idolatry. And before we go far. 
ther, it is well worth the obſerving whathe 
obſerves out of St. Chryſe. 

S. Chryſoit, ficm. Dices, quid bac 40 
Hom. 3. in Philiſophos ? Tes wil (q, 
Ep. ad Rome faith St. Chryſoftom, ii tie 
Apoſtle reprehended the Hes 

thens for giving the glory of God to itrationi 
Creatures, and what was yet more ſottiſh, 
to their very lmages what is that to the Phi 
loſophers, or more Intclligent among them 
Marry I anſwer, ſaith he, that, what hath 
been laid, moſt of all concerns them: Fu 
they have for their Maſters the A gyptiane, 
who were the Inventors of theſe things, And 
Plato, who yet ſeems graver than the reſt, gi 
ries in them, Nay his Maſter (Socrates) 
was 4 great Admirer of them ; for this is Ht 
who commands A Cock to be offered to Aſcus 
pius, Hence you may ſee the Images of Beil 
and Creeping Things ts be mor ſupped, and 11 


gether with them, Apollo and Bach. IId 
1s 
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's what St. Chryſaſtem obſerv'd of the Pn 

ſophers : And was it not Juckily Gone ou 
Doctor to make him the Patron vi tis 1x 

plication, viz. that the intent oi {10 2e 
was not to charge them with falſe Notions of 4 
Deity, but to jhew their vanity and folly in 
thinking they had found out ſubtiller ways 0, 
defending the Common Idolatry among them, 
and inſtead of oppoſing them, made uſe of their 
Wis to — ? Bur ſuppoſe what he 
ſiys were ſo: that the Philoſophers were as 
ſubtil as he would make them, were they 
not worthily condemned by the Apoſtle, 
though but for the external proſeſſion ot 
praying and offet ing Sacrifice to the Statucs 
of Fupiter, Venus, Mercury, &c. and allo 
to thoſe of Birds, and four 2 eafts, and 
Creeping Things, as the Vulgat did ? And 
it they hay out ſubtiller ways of defending the 
Common Idolatries among them, and inſtead of 
oppoſing them, made uſe of their Wits to excuſe 

them, were they not to blame in ſo doing? 

But what is all this to Chriftians ? To make 
bis diſcourſe from the Apoſtles words come 

home to them, he ſhould ſhow that the Ima- 

gen by which they honour Chriſt and his 

Saints, are worſhipped by them as Gods, or 

as the Images of falſe Gods, es theſe were of 
wich the Apoltle ſpeaks in that place; 
othet wiſe the ſabt i ways of detending he co- 
ſertly aims at, wil be as allowable againſt _ 
H 2 * 
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Deſercers of the Churches Faith, in the 
point of Images, as in other Myſteries of 
Chriſtianity. But to come to the point 
it ſell. 

$. 3. The moſt Intelligent Heathens, ſaith 
he, did never look on their Images as any ether 
than Symbols or Repreſentations of that Being 
to which they gave Divine Worſhip, What 
Being this was, he doth not tell us, whether 
the onely true God, or thoſe falſe ones repre- 
ſented by their Images. If he mean the 
latter, he knows in his Conſcience he does 
wrong toCatholicks in comparing them evi 
to his Wiſer Heathens, It the former, he 
does thoſe more right by his ſubtil way « 
detending them, thau appears from the Te- 
ſtimonies he brings, They ever thought 0 
doing themſelves. For all that is expreſed 
there (and yun may believe he would ſp 
preſs nothing that might make to his put 
poſc] out of Origen, Euſebius, Athanaſiu, 
Arnobius, Auguſtin, Maximus Tyrius, and 
Fulian, concerning the more Iatelligent 
Heathens, is, that they did not look on ther 
Images as Gods 1 That they look'd upon then 
nevertheleſs as Images or Symbols of fall 
Gods, ſome of his own Teſtimonies aſhrm, 
as that of Celſus in Origen, lib. 7. That em 
but a-flark fool believes the Images themſelo0 
to be Gods, had he not left out the latter pin 
ot it, viz. Non dits dicat as Statuas, but - 
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ther were Statues erected to the Gods, And 
that of Fulian, when he faith , They are bat 
Symbols of the preſence of the Gods, But not 
any thing is there in them to ſignifie that 
they worſhipped the true God by them, be- 
fides the two words of Divinity and Deity, 
which he cogg'd into the Teſtimonies of 
Arnobius and St. Auſtin to make his Reader 
believe ſo. I ſhall ſer down the paſſages 
both in ha words and the Fathers, that the 
Reader by comparing them, may learn what 
credit he is to give hereafter to hi citing of 
Authorsz and at the ſame time tect ive 2 
farther Teſtimony of my kindneſs to him in 
taking the reſt upon his word. 

Firſt then for Arnobius. What Arnob. 
Dr. St. (p. 24.) makes the Wiſer Contra. 
Heathens deny there, is that they Cent. 
ever thought their Images tobe Gods, li. 6, 

« to have any Divinity in them, but 
"WH what onely comes from their Conſecr ation to 
ſuch an uſe. And the Reader finding the 
word Divinity in a different Character, and 
n the ſingular number, as it were in oppoſi- 
k tion to the Gods he immediately ment ions 
before, and that they have no Divinity but 
what comes from their Conſecration to ſuch an 
e What can he think, but that thoſe wiſe 
Heath n. intended to worſhip the true Divi- 
My by thoſe Images, and look'd onely up 
" them as $igns conſecrated to ſuch an uſe 
H 3 Ly 
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Deſerters of the Churches Faith, in the 
point of Images, as in other Myſteries of 
Chriſtianity. But to come to the point 
it ſell. 

$. 3. The moſt Intelligent Heathens, faith 
he, did never look on their Images as any other 
than Symbols or Repreſentations of that Being 
to which they gave Divine Worſhip, What 
Being this was, he doth not tell us, whether 
the onely true God, or thoſe falſe ones tepte-· 
fented by their Images. If he mean these 
latter, he knows in his Conſcience he does 
wrong to Catholicts in comparing them eves 
to his Wiſer Heathens, 1t the former, he 
docs thoſe more right by his ſabtil way o 
detending them, thau appears from the Te- 
ſtimonies he brings, They ever thought «& 
doing themſelves. For all that is expreſſed 
there (and you may believe he would fe- 
preſs nothing that might make to his pur- 
poſe] out of Origen, Enſebius, Athanaſiu, 
Arnobius, Anguſtin, Maximus Tyrius, and 
Fulian, concerning the more Intelligent 
Heathens, is, that they did not Look on ther 
Images as Gods 1 That they look'd upon then 
nevertheleſs as Images or Symbols of fall 
Gods, ſome of his own Teſtimonies aſhrm, 
as that of Celſus in Origen, lib. 7. That gem 
but a-ftark fool believes the Images themſelen 
to be Gods, had he not left out the latter part 
ot it, viz. Non digs dicatas Statuas, but that 
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they were Statues erected to the Gods, And 
that of Fulian, when he faith, They are bat 
Symbols of the preſence of the Gods, But not 
any thing is there in them to ſignifie that 
they worſhipped the true God by them, be- 
ſides the two words of Divinity and Deity, 
which he cogg'd into the Teſtimonies of 
Arnobius and St. Auſtin to make his Reader 
believe ſo. I ſhall ſer down the paſlages 
both in his words and the Fathers, that the 
Reader by comparing them, may learn whar 
credit he is to give hereafter to hy citing of 
Authors ; and at the ſame time receive a 
farther Teſtimony of my kindneſs to him in 
taking the reſt upon his word. 

Firſt then for Arnobius. What Arnob. 
Dr. St. (p. 24.) makes the Wiſer Contra, 
Heathens deny there, is that they Gent. 
ever thought their Images tobe Gods, li. 6, 

e to have any Divinity in them, but 
what onely comes from their Conſecration to 
ſuch an uſe. And the Reader finding the 
word Divinity in a different Character, and 
nthe ſingular number, as it were in oppoſi- 
tion to the Gods he immediately ment ions 
ls defore, and that they have no Divinity but 
what comes from their Conſecration to ſuch an 
es What can he think, but that thuſe wiſe 
Heath n. intended to worſhip the true Divi- 
My by thoſe Images, and look'd onely up 
them as Signs conſecrated to ſuch an uſe 
H 3 Ly 
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by ſome extrinſecal depuration, like that of 
the Images of Chriſt and his Saints among 
Catholicks, ot of the Communion-Cup or 
Table even among Proteſtants, But is this 
what Arnobius makes the Heathens to lay ? 
Pray hear what the wiſer Heathens return up. 
on him, when he upbraided them for wor- 
ſhipping Gods of Gold and Silver, the 
works of mens hands. Err4s & laberi; 
nam neque nos &r4, neque aurs argentique ma- 
terias efſe per ſe Deos, & religioſa decernim 
Num na. Touerre (ſay they) and are miſts 
ken, O Arnobius, in what you affirm, for t 
do not think the matter of Braff, Silver, and 
Gold to be Gods, and adorable Deities, PEN 
SE, of themſelves. No, we arc wiſer than 
ſo. But how then ? Sed eos in his colimu 
eoſque veneramur, quos dedicatio infert ſac, 
& fabrilibus eſſicit inhabitare ſimulacris. Bu 
we honour and worſhip the Gods or Deities in 
thoſe Statues, whom the virtue of ſacred dei. 
cation hath brought into them, and mad: it 
dwell in thoſe Images made by Art. And by 
Sacred Dedication is here meant Magica 
Incantation, by which che Souls of Wicked 
Men, or Evil Spirits, were evocated, and 
it were tied to dwell in thoſe Images, as &. 
Anitinrelateth, Lib. S. de Civit. Dei. c. 23. 
7 26. And now I be ſcech you judge if thi 
be fair play ? When the wiſer Heather 
fay, that they do not think their Images 10 - 
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Geds PER SE, of themſelves, that is, with- 
out Spirits dwelling in them yz to ſay abſo- 
lutely, that they denied they ever thought their 
Images to be Gods ? And when they acknow- 
ledge that they did worſhip the Gods which by 
Dedication were made to dwell in them; to tell 
us they do not acknowledge any Divinity in 
them, but what comes from their Conſecration 
to ſuch an uſe; as if in the Opinion of thoſe 
Heathens tho End of the Conſecration had 
been in order to the Worſhip of the True 
God, and not to introduce falſe Gods, (or 
evil Spirits) to reſide in the Images. Nay 
when they ſay expreſly, that the Oi t of 
their Worſhip was the Gods which inhabited 
inthe e Images, and that their WIiſlom con- 
liſted in this, that they did not worſhip 
the Images themſelves for Gods, but the 
Gods (Deos & Numina, in the Plural Num- 
der) which dwelt in them; to put for all 
this, Divinity in the Singular, as if their 
intention had been to worthip the true God 
by them: is this, I ſay, fair dealing in a 
Controvertiſt ? To fer up a Flag upon a 
Fire-Ship to diſguilc it, is a commendable 
Nratagem in an Enemy Dol us an vir- 
tw, quis in hoſte requirat * But when the 
bottom is full of Internal Spirits, to fix up- 
on it the Title of Divinity, and that ina 
larger Character, is no ſuch laudable qua- 
lity ina Writer, whoſe great: ſt virtue ſhould 
H 4 
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be plain-dealing. But we fhall ſee more 
of this in the Citation out of St. A.- 

in. 

4 $.4, What Dr. St. ſays that the Wiſe 
Heathens deny in St. Auſtin, is, that they 
| worſhipped the Images them- 
S. Aug. in ſelves ; but through them they 
Pſal. 113, worſhipped THE DEITY, 
Theſe ate the Doctors words, 
Let us now ſee St. Auſtin's. Videntur ſibi 
—— eſſe Religionis qui dicunt, Nec f. 
mulacrum nec demonium colo 1 ſed per .- 
giem corporalem ejus rei ſignum intucor, quam 
colere debeo. Theſe men, ſaith he, ſeem t 
tbemſel ves to have taken wp a more refined Rt- 
ligion, who ſay, I neither worſbip an Idol, nor 
Devil ; but by or in the corporeal Image I be- 
bold a Sign or Symbol of that thing which | 
ought to worſhip. And what thing is that? 
Tre Doctor ſays, the Deity ; and that indeed 
is the onely thing tl.ey cg to worſhip, 
But was that their meaning? No ſuch mai- 
ter, for as St. Au immediately addes; 
They give this interpretation of their Images, 
N that ty the Image of Tellus, is ſignified the 
Earth ;, by that of Neptune, the Sea ; by that 
of Juno, the Air; by that of Vulcan the Firty 
by that of Venus, the Day-ſlar z by another the 
Sun, by another the Moon, &c. This is what 
they mcant by the thing (they ſay) they ought 
#6 woc jup. And if ut be urg an ammit tem 
: 8 (au 
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(aithSt. Auſtin) that then they worſhip Bo- 
dies, viz. the Earth, the Sea, the Fire, and 
the Air ; they boldly anſwer, that they do not 
worſhip the Bodies themſelves, ſed quæ illis 
regendis preſident numina, but the Deities or 
Spirits which preſide and govern thoſe Bodies. 
Which Spirits, the ſame St. . Pſal. 
69.) proves to be Devils, becauſe they proud - 
ly exact Sacrifice to be offered to them, and to 
be worſhipped as Gods. Theſe were the things 
which the Wiſer Heathens profeſſed they 
tag hi to worſhip by their Images, viz. the cot- 
poreal Creatures of Fire, Air, &c. or the 
Spirits which ruled over them, and not the 
Images themſelves, nor yet the Deity by them. 
And thereupon S. Auſtin ſays, that their pu- 
niſhment and condemnation is ſet forth by the 
Apoſtle in that very Text cited above by the 
Doctor, ont of Rom.1.25. Who changed the 
Truth of God into 4 Lie, and ſerved the Crea- 
tare rather than the Creator, For inthe firſt 
part, faith he, of this Sentence, the Apoſtle 
condemns the Images or Idols themſelves, and 
in the latter, their interpretation of them. For 
by calling Figures made by an Artificer ty the 
name of theſe things which God made, they 
change the Truth of God into a Lie , and ly 
eeming and worſhipping the things them- 
jelves for Gods, they ſerve the Creature rather 
than the Creator. The ſe are the words of 
dt. Auß in: From whence it ö t, 
hat 
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That in his Judgment (and I do not read 
that he ever changed it in his latter Wrj. 
tings) when St. Paul condemns the Heathen 
for changing the Glory of God into the Image of 
4 Man, or Beaſt, &c, he ſpeaks of ſuch Ima» 
ges as were worſhipped tor Gods, or made 
io repreſent falſe Gods : Secondly, That my 
A adverſary deals very diſingenuouſly with 
his Reader, in affirming that the Wiſer Hea- 
thens did not worſhip the Images theme 
ſelves, but through them the Deity, when tis 
evident, what they {id they ought to wer- 
ſhip by them, were the corporeal Creatures 
themſelves, or the Devils, which they be- 
lieved to rule over them. Thirdly, That 
for any thing appears from the Teſtimonies 
he brings, himſclt hath tound out a ſubtiler 
nay of defending the common Idolatry among 
them, than they ever thought on themſelves; 
And fo had he lived in that time, he migiit 
in all probability have had a Statut erected 
to him, with the Title of "Erevnr+ *n5a5, 
Meſt aſcſul Mercury, Let any Intelligent 
Perſon peruſe his 74th page with attention, 
and ſee whether he have not made uſe of 
more than Mercurial ſabtulij in every pallage 
of it, tu blind his Reader. But not to ſpend 
more time in a matter of ſact, which him- 
ſelf after all acknowledes tacitly not to have 
been neceſſaryy for whether the Wiſer Hen 
thens intended to worſhip che trac God, ot 
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no, he will have us to ſuppoſe they did fo, 
and we muſt be content to ſuppoſe it with 
him. 

$. 5. He deſires to know whether in this 
ſuppoſition, that they were not miſtaken as to 
1 object of their Worſhip, but intended 
through the Images to worſhip the true 
Deit y, they were to blame or no in the manner 
of ſerving Cod by them ? This Scruple I per- 
ceive hath long tuck in his mind ; and as I 
gave him the Reſolution of St. Les concern- 
ing his Devotion to the Sun, how far it was 
allowable ; fo I ſhall let him fee how far at 
leaſt his Wiſer Heathens were culpable in the 
ſuppoſed practice, by a Reſolution which 
St, Paul himſelſ gave in a caſe of 
like nature, Some there were 
in his time, who knowing an Idol to be no- 
thing in the world, eat without ſcruple of 
meats offered to Idols, even in the Temples 
of the Idi. The Queſtion was, whether 
they were to blame or no in uſing that liber- 
ty? And St. Pas! declares they were to 
blame upon a double account, f. Becauſe 
in ſo doing they became a ſtumbling Block to 
them that were weak, 1 Cor.8.9, And 2. Be- 
cauſe by partaking of the Table of Devils, the 
were guilty at leaſt of the external Proſeſſi · 
on of Idolatry, 1 Cor. 10. 21. In like man- 
ner I anſwer to the ſuppoſed Ptactiſe of the 
Wiſer Heathens, that ey were to blame in 
ſerving 
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ſerving Cod by their Images, 1. Becauſe 
the Images being inſtituted by Publick Au- 
thority for the Worſhip of falſe Gods, they 
concurred, as the Doctor himſelf acknow- 
ledges, with the Yulgar in all the external 
practices of their Idolatry. And then again, 
2dly, Becauſe, though in the Schools they 
denied them to be Gods, yet as 

Orig. li. 7. origen anſwered Celſus, one of 
contr. Celſ, -Dr.St.*s Wiſer Heathens, (when 
p. 518, he preſſed him with the like 
ſuppoſition ) They, faith he, 

being eſteemed hand knowing men, did ne- 
vertheleſs give honour to them ſo far, that the 
People by their example were led into Errour, 
and their Souls ſo far depreſſed with a falſe Rc. 
ligion, that they conld not endure ſo much as to 
hear any one deny them to be Gods whom they 
were accuſtomed to worſhip. Hoc eſt crimen 
quod Celſo impingimus aliiſqg omnibus 
qui hæc non eſſe deos fatentu-, Fr. The, 
faith he, & the Crime with which we charge 
Celſus, ard all thoſe who confeſs they are nd 
Gods, But what is all this to Roman Cx 
tholicks ? What he would infer, is, that 
they arc alike to me in worſh pping God 
by putting off their Hats, or bowing down, 
ſor ex imple, before a Crugifix : And who 
ever ſ1w a wider Conſequence ? Suppoſe, 
ſaith Dr. St. that the ir ſer Ht athens did wor: 
thip he true Cod by the Image, of the it fahe 
Goa'y 
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Gods, Su again, that this was the thi 
which N. Paul 22 wpon to condenin — 
fer. Therefore Roman Catholicks, ſaith he, 
were alſo condemned by him for worſhip- 
ping Chriſt by his Image. Who ſees not 
here that he ſhould have bid us ſuppoſe one 
thing more, and that the very thing in Que- 
ſtion, viz. That God hath forbidden in the Se- 
cond Commandment to worſhip him by an 
Image Or if he will not have us to ſup- 
ls this 0 whillt he is endeavouring to 
prove itzto make good his Conſequence he 
muſt firf®prove that a Cr»cifix and other 
like Images uſed by Chriſtians, are Symbols 
and Repreſentations of falſe Gods yz or that 
the Fews were alike to blame with his Wiſey 
Heathens for worſhipping the true God 
bowing down before the Art: Otherwi 
the cab will be nothing parallel, either as 
to Scandal ut exteriour Profeſſion of Idolatry: 
But by the Law of Contraries, as the Pra- 
Rice of the Wiſer Heathens wis both Scan- 
dalows and Idolatrous as to the exteriour 
action, even before the Law was given, be- 
cauſe the honour given tothe Image is refer» 
red to that which is repreſented by ity, ſo up- 
on the ſame account the practice of Chi- 
fians in honouring the Images of Chrift, will 
de both honowrableto Him, and c Hing to 
our Neighbour. 8 
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5. 6. By this it a ow invidiou 

he — what 25 did in = 
na, (p.75.) when he tells his Reader, that 
they never condemned the People for worſhip. 
ing Images, but for wor ſhipping falſe Gods 5 
them , and per ſwaded them mot to lay them «- 
fode, but to convert them to the honour of the 
true God : and ſo melted down their former 
Images, and made new ones of them, Wo 
would not imagine by theſe words, but that 
the Feſuites had told the People that they 
need not lay afide their Images, but onely 
change their God, or at the moſt but melt 
down the old ones, & make new ones of them. 
The Docter never met with an Advetſary 
more willing to take a Teſtimony upon his 
word, than my ſelf. But this ſeem'd ſo 
exorbitant, that I could not believe with- 
out ſceing : And it coſt me ſome pains to 
do it, for the Book is ſo ſcarce, a man may 
run through moſt of the Bookſellers Shops 
in London, and not meet with it. At length 
I found it in the Library of a particular 
Friend; and what I found there was this, 
that the Feſuites in China had by their Pres- 
ching converted ſome Perſons of that Na- 
tion from the Worſhip of falſe Gods, to the 
knowledge of the True on,. And the ſud 
Converts, to teſtifie the Truth of their 
Converſion, (like thoſe in the Prime 
Charch, who butnt their Books of curiouw 
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Arts, As 19.19.) brought a great heap of 
Idols, and conſumed them in a flaming furnace 
which they had made for that purpoſe. This 
done, after they had re-edified or repaired the 
Altar from which they had caſt down the 
Idols, (it ſeems they had demoliſhed or de- 
faced that allo) there was placed, ſaith the 
Author, in their room the Image of Chriſt out 
Saviour z neither doth he fay ſo much as 
that It was made of the melred Aal, 
though that had been no more than of the 
materials of a Pagan Temple to build 2 
Church to the honour ot Chriff, His 
words are theſc. Simmulacrorum (mark that) 
ingens cumulus extraita fornace flammis ab- 
ſomptus eft. In corum locum ſucceſſit Chriſti 
Servatoris Effiigies, quam exturbatis Idolis 
in reno vatam aram ſuſfecer unt. 
This is what the Author Trigaut, de 
reports of the Feſuites, and Chriſtan. ex». 
none can or will be offended pedit, apud 
with them for it ; but ſuch Sin, lib. 5. 
as would be diſpleaſcd with c. 16. p.588. 
him that ſhould pull down 
an Wſurper's Image, and ſet up the Kings in 
i's place. But as Dr. St. relates it, (| 
ſhould iy tranſlates the words, for he is ſo 
exact as to teſet us to the very page) it ap- 
ars with quite another aſpect, ſomething 
ke the ruines of Nabuchadoneſor s Image, 
but that there the materials onely of the 
Image 
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image, whereas here the Images themſelves 
of Chriſt and falſe Gods , are confuſedly 
blended together by him, when he ſays 
that the 7eſuites never — — People 
for worſhipping Images. or wor (hi 
falſe Gods — perſwaded them — 
lay them aſide, but to convert them to the ho- 
nonr of the true God; and ſo melted down 
their former Images, and made new ones of 
them. I would gladly know what Image; 
thoſe were by which he ſays they worthips 
ped falſe Gods, were they not the SY 
or Repreſentations of thoſe very falſe Gods ? 
How then could the Docter add (without 
diſtinguiſhing them firſt from the Images of 
Chriſt) that the Feſuites perſwaded the 
People not to lay them aſide, but to conver 
them to the honour of the True God; And 
fo melted them down, and made new ones of 
them? Did the People at the preaching of 
the Feſuites caſt them into the fire, and Thr 
not condemn them Did the People tear 
them from the Altar, and They perlwade 
them not to lay them aſide ? Did the Fes 
ple conſume them in the fire, and They m ke 
new ones of them? Ot will he ſay, that the 
word Images being General, may be applicd 
teſpetively to the [mages of the falſe Cod 
and of Chriſt ? But where then was his F.. 
delity in tran{lating the word Simwlacra (uſed 
by Eccleſiailical Writers, and n 
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by the Author in this place, to ſignifie the 
Idols of the Heathens) by the General werd 


Images ? Where was his in con- 
— together the Im © falle 
Gods an of Chris. W 1 7 ma! v ” one 


upon another (and the fiſt of them. which 
was to guide the reſt, ſuppoſing ſor the Ins- 
gen of the falſe Gods) that it was ſcarce poſs 
ible for an ordinary Proteſkant Reader to 
woid being miſtaken , whereas Trigautiut 
himſelf had diſtinguiſhed them fo clearly 
in his Relation, that it was impoſſible for 
any one to miſtake, but by deſign ? What 
that muſt be, in a Perſon who dares to 
charge the whole Church of Chriſt with 1ds- 
lum for ſo many hundreds Of years toge- 
ther, a wiſe man will cafily gueſs. What 
les open to every one, is, that he hath an 
excellent faculty in reporting faithfully (as he 
calls it in his Preface, I ſuppoſe he means 
n Faithful there, the fame as being True to 
g 09% Cauſe) the ſenſe of an Author, eſpe» 
dh if the Book be hard to be found, and 
the thing done as far off as China, and that 
dy the Feſuites, As for the Fact it ſelf, of 
burning the Images of falſe Gods, and ſetting 
ap that of Chriſt in their room, it was no 
more (if not much leſs) than what St. Gre- 
wy did (by whom this Nation receiv'd its 
Criſtianity\ in ordering the Pagan Feſtivals 
of our Anceſtors to be con erted to the Aſ- 
1 ſemb its 
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ſemblies of Chriſtians : Whoſe Wiſdom in fo 
doing, is highly extolled and juſtified by 
Mr. Thorndike from the ve- 


Fuſt Weirhts, ty nature of Chrifianiy \ 
Chap. T. which, ſuth he, ſanfifieth of 
times, all places, all eeflure;, 

all circumſtances, that can pretend to er-, 
to procure, to advance, that attention of mind 
that elevation of ſpirit, wherewith Chriſtian: 
profeſs to worſhip God in Spirit and Truth, Ard 
that the mazes of Chriſt, among other 
things, may pretend to thus, by calling him 
to mind, and raiſing our Aﬀect.ons to Him, 
I have ſhewed in the precedent Che 

cer. 

$. 7. To adde new Colour to his ſuppo- 
fed Reaſon of the Lem, which he will hun 
to be the Unſuitableneſs of aw Image to regis 
ſent the Deity, he tells us in the next place, 
that th: Chriſtian Church believed this Low to 
be immutzble, And to prove this, he cites: 
paſſage or two out of rien and Clemens d 
Alexandria, affitming that the making uſt i 
corporeal repreſentations, makes the Deity cu 
temptible, and that Chriſtians have nothing u 
do with Images becanſe of the ſecond Commane 
ment. And to this I anſwer as formerly, 
What Roman-Catholick ever denied it d 
ſuch Images as they there ſpeak of, viz. ttt 
Images of the Heathens (againſt whom thx 
d:ilpurcd) who thought their talſe Gods t 
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dwell in their Images, Which thought, ſaith 
Mr. Thorndike , made them 
Idols ? or of ſuch Images as Fuſt Weights, 
were by the erroneous con- ch. 19. p.127. 
ception of the Maker or 
Worſhipper, ſuppoſed to repreſent the Di- 
vinity, in it ſelf ? Which kind of mages are 
ſo far from the hearts of Catholicks, that we 
profeſs with St. Germanss | 
and St. Jobs Damaſcen, cited Damaſc. Orth, 
by the Doctor, That it s the Fid. Lib. 4. 
birheſt madneſs and impiety to c. 17. 
gs about to make an Image or 
Similitade of the Inviſible Deity. And 
whereas he would make Clichtoveus and Bel- 
inis to appear non · ſenſical and ridiculous, 
lor expounding the aforeſaid Fathers to 
ſpeak of ſuch Imag's as ſhould be thought to be 
like unto God, and perfectly to repreſent him to 
, by adding moſt triumphantly, 4s if ever 
men were ſuch fools to believe an Image could 
rfedtly repreſent an Infinite Being z, or that 
God necd make 4 Law to forbid that which is ut- 
erh impoſſible in the very nature of the thing. 
is evident he docs but trifley for although 
t be impoſſible in the very nature of the 
ing, to make an Image which ſhall perſe- 
y repreſent the Deity as it is 3 yet it is not 
poſable for men to be ſuch fools as to con- 
ave the Deity otherwiſe than it is, and ſo to 
bout to make an Image to repreſent ity 
12 Which 
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which is plainly Clichtovews his ſenſe, and 
Bellarmin's CAn[wer likewiſe, as the Do- 
&or himſelf conſciſes 3 yet rather than 
ſpoil ſo pretty a Compariſon as he had 
in his head, he gocs on to tell us, tha 
God might more reaſonably forbid men ts 
aint 4 Sound, to graſp all the Air is ile 

hollow of their hands , to drink up the Oct» 
an, to wear the Sun for a Pendant at then 
Ears, er to make new Worlds, than to com 
mand them not to make any Image which 
ſhould perfect i repreſent bis Nature, Thetk: 
gay Expreſſions were too dear to be loſt, 
(though the laſt of them, which is the 
ground ot the reſt , were 

Chamicy de I” borrowed from Chamiery ) 
mae. lib, 21. and Bellarmivw muſt be 
cap. 3. made ſeemingly to ſpeak 
nonſenſe, rather than w# 

be told he lies. So glorious a thing it 
is, to ſcem to have Confured Beli 
ain, 


But to end this Chapter, Two thias 
I deſire to know of him: 

The firſt is, How he reconciles himf{c! 
with himſelf, when he makes the Int 
preſentableneſs of Gods Nature to be the 
Reaſon of the Law, and yet will not hae 
the Law forbid us to Think of makin 
a Image to repreſent it; although 11 
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later be the immediate Conſequence © 
the former ? f 
The ſecond, How he will reconcile hin- 
ſelf to his Maſter Calvin, 
who expounding this very J#ftit. lib. 1. 
Law, Thou ſhalt not make to c. 11. 
thy felf A graven thing, or 
any likeneſs, &c. expreſly affirms, that God 
by thoſe wor ds reflirains our licentiouſnef, that 
we ſbould not attempt to repreſent Him by any 
vifible figure ? It not by any, then certain- 
ly not by ſuch an one as we ſhould think 
might repreſent him per ſectly. I leave them 
conferring notes, and proceed. 
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CHAP. VII. 


of the Second General Conn! of Nice, called 
moſt irreverently by Dr. St. That Wiſe 
Synod. Vn Conſtantinepolitan Father; 
0bjettions anſwered by Eu, and the 
An(wers ſhewn to be Good, 


5. 1. E arc come now to that 
Stone of offence , that 

Rock f Scandal | as the 

Doctor would have it) the Second General 
Council of Nice, Anno 789, in which all 
ſuch were anathemati='4, and condemned as 
Hereticks , who ſhould call the Images of 
Chriſt and his Saints, 1dels, and aflert the 
bonour given them by Chriſtian to be Idila- 
try. What wonder then it he who finds 
himſelf comprchended under that Anathe. 
ma, bc in ſuch a H againft rhe Council, 
that in contempt and ſcorn he moſt irteve- 
rently calls it, That Wiſe Synod, p.76, that 
is in plain Engliſh, the Three Hundred and 
Fifty Fathers who voted in it, Fools, toge- 
ther with the Pope's Legates who preſided, 
and the Vicars of the Oriental Patriarchat 
Sees, who alhſted in it. O my God! is it 
come to this, that an Inſeriour Recfer of 
O 
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one Prrochial Church, (whoſe name is ſcarce 
known but in the Bills of Aortality, and 
is ncver heard ot in the Lift ot any General 
Council) ſhall dare to condemn as foolfh tl! e 
Sencence of the moſt Aeg and Venerable 
Tribanal upon Earth! Was he not atraid 
of that dreadful Sentence 

of our Lord, He that ſhall Aatth. 5. 22. 


' (y to bis Brother, (how 


much more to ſo many Fathers of the 
Church) Fool, fbill be guilty of Hel fre? 
What order and Diſcipline can be oblerv's in 
the Church, if it ſhall be lawtul tor any pri- 
vate perſon, upon preſumption of his own 
wit, to contemn and deride the Decrees of 
thole whom he is bound under pain ot bein 
Accounted as a Heathen and Publican, to hear ; 
Will he plcad for his excuſe, that he fol- 
lows the — ot another Synod held 
not long before in Conſtantinople, in which 
both the making and honouring o ſicred Imas 
cer was condemned? Let him ſlew that 0 
have keen a law'ul Commit, and rot a Cone 
vexticle, as in reality it was, being called by 
the Secular Power, and wanting to h the 
conſent and preſence of the Patriarch s of the 
Faſt, and chic fly of the Bijbop of Rome, by 
dimſelſ or Legates, whom 

the Fathers of the fourth Conci!.Chalced* 
General Conni of Chalce- in Ep. ad Leon- 
uus acknovledge to have 


14 preſi- 
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preſided over them, as the 7ead over the 
Members, and without whoſe Authority, ac- 
cording to the Canon of the 
Soctat. (i.2.Hiſf. Church, no Decrees could 
Eccl.c.13. & So- be valid. None of which 
zomen li. 3. c. 91. defects were in the Coun- 
cil of Nice. Beſides that 
divers of the Biſhops, who had voted in, and 
ſubſcribed to the falſe Synod of Conſtanting- 
ple, came and abjurd its Doctrine in the 
Council of Nice; and among them Gregorius 
Biſhop of weoceſares, the Ringleader of the 
Faction. Yet Dr. St. takes up, and abets the 
Arguments of that Pſeudo- Synod , as it they 
had never been retracted and anathematized 
as impiows by the chief Author of ity and 
{coffs at the Anſwers of the Synod to them as 
inſufficient, I pray God he may one day 
imitate him in his Repentance, as he hat] 
done hitherto in his Paſſion againſt the Ima- 
ges of Chriſt and his Samts, Examples we 
know move much: and poſſibly it may be 
neither wnprofitzble to Him, nor ungrateful 
to the Reader, to fer down the form and 
manner of that giſhops Recantation, and his 

Reception into the Church, 
$. 2. Being brought inta 
Conc. Nic. 2. the Council by a Perſon of ho- 
Ad. :. nour ſent from the Emperour, 
Taraſins Patriarch of Cenſtan- 
i1nople ask d him, I hitherto be had not knows 


the 


* 
* 
- 
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the Truth, or knowingly had contemm d it ® His 
anſwer was, that he hop d it Was out of igno- 
rence: but deſir d to learn, And when T ara- 
ſus bad bim declare what be deſir d to learn: 
he anſwered z Foraſmuch as this whole Aſſem- 
bly doth (ay and think the ſame thing, 1 know 
and moſt certainly believe that the Point now 
aitated and preached (by this Synod) i the 
Truth : and therefore I beg pardon for my for- 
mer evils, and deſire with all theſe to be inſtru. 
ded and inlightned : For my Errours and 
Crimes are great beyond meaſures an, 4s God 
full pleaſe to move the hearts of this Holy Synod 
ts Compunition (towards me) ſo be it. Here 
Taraſins expreſſing ſome doubt he had leaſt 
his ſabmiſſion might not be ſincere, but that 
he might ſpeak one thing with his mouth, 
and have another in his heart, Gregorius cry'd 
out, God forbid ! I confeſs the Truth, and lie 
wt, neither will I ever go back from my word. 
Whercupon Turaſius told him, that he ong ht 
long av0 to have given ear to 

what the Holy Apoſile St. Paul 2 Theſ. 2.15. 
teaches, ſaying, Hold ſaſt the 

Traditions which ye have received, either by 
our word, or by our Epiſtle: 

And again, to Timothy and Ti- 1 Tim.6.,20, 
tus, Avoid profane Noveltics Tit. 3. 9. 

of woris, For what can be a 

greater Novelty in Chriſtianity, and more pro- 
fane, tha, to ſay, that Chriſtians are 1dolaters ? 
10 
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To this Gregorius return'd, that what he ang 
his Parti\,ans had done, was evil; and we con- 
feff, faith he, that it was evil : So it was, and 
ſo we did, (by which words it ſeems he made 
a particular confeſſion of what evil they had 
done ) and therefore we beg pardon of our 
faults. I confeſs, moſt Holy Father, before you 
and this Holy Synod, that we have ſinned, that 
we have — that we have done evil, 
and aut pardon for it. Upon this it was or- 
dered, that he ſhould bting in his Confeſſion 
the next Seſſion of the Synod; which he did, 
of the ſame tenour with that of Baſlius, Bi- 
ſhop of Ancyra, and others in the 
Ad. 3. firſt Seſſion : viz. that he did receive 
and ſalute (or give Veneration to) 
the Holy and Venerable Images ( of Chriſt and 
his Saints) and anathematige ſuch as were not 
of the ſame mind as he exprefied himſelf 
in the vote he gave, after he had by the Sen- 
gence of the Popes Legates, and the conſentof 
the Synod been reſtored to his Scat, upon his 
repentance. This is recorded of Gregorius 
Biſhop of Neocæſarea in the Acts of the Coun- 
cil ot Nice to his immortal Glory. May it 
be imitated with no leſs Glory by the Rector 
of St. Andrews, May he take to himſelſ what 
St. Ambroſe laid to Theodo ſius, Secutus es er- 
rantem, ſequere pa nitentem. This1 heartily 
pray for, and to this end ſhall take the pains 
to ſſicu with what litile Reaſon he abets the 
Argu- 
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Arguments of chat falſe Synod, and derides 
the Anſwers of the Nicen Fathers, If in do- 
ing this, I make his vanity appear here, (as 
elſewhere have done} it is bur 
what St. Auſtin tells us, we S. Ang. in 
ancht ſo much the more to endea- Pſal. 36. 
vour towards thoſe who oppugn 
the Church,by how much the more we de ſire their 
ſalvation. And I know not how poſſibly 
himſelf could have laid it more open than 
in the Ironical Title of That Wiſe Synod, he 
vives that very Council to which his Leader 
inthe Charge of 7dolatry, (the afore menti- 
oned Gregorius) ſubmitted himſelf, as to a 
moſt lawful Council, conſeſſing, that what 
thoſe Fathers ſo unanimouſly taught was tho 
Trath, and the Tradition of the Catholick 
Church, Now whar they taught, 
was, this, that the Images of Chriſt Act 7. 
and his Saints were tobe placed and 
retained in Churches, that by ſeeing them, the 
Memory and Affection, of the Be hol ders 
nigit be excited towards thoſe who were repre « 
ſented by them: as alſo to ſalute and give an 
bononrary adoration (or te ſpect) to the ſaid 
Images, like as i given to the figure of the Holy 
Croſs to Chalices, to the Books of the H. Go- 
elt, and ſuch like ſacred Wienſils : but not 
Latria, which (as true Faith teacheth) is due 
onely to God, What he could find in this 
definition, for which the Fathers deſerved 
trom 
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from him the title of Fools, cannot imagin, 
unleſs he will have it to be /dolatry to reve- 
rence the Books ol the Holy Goſpels, or the ſa- 
cred litenſils of the Altar, But in this the 

Council is vindicated by Emi. 
Epil. 3. p. nent Divines of the Church 
5.363. li. 3. of England, For Mc. Thorndike 
c. 36. freely cn ilcs, that he muff 

maintain as ue ſtionable, that 
(the Council of Nice enjoyns no ld latry. And 
Dr. Field affirms that the Nicene Fathers 
wean nothing elſe by adoration of Images, but 
embracing , kiſſing , and reverently uſing of 
them 3 like ts — — we (ſaith he) do the 


Books of Holy Scripture, Whereupon Bi- 
ſhop Montague ſaith, Let Do- 
Gaeg.c.4S, dtrine and Practice go together, 


p.319. and we agree, Dr. St. per- 
haps will rank them for this 
in the ſame Predicament with the Ni- 
cen Fathers, But herein his vanity and pre- 
ſumption will appear, though leſs, than in 
condemning a whole General Council. A far- 
ther diſcovery of it, he makes in deriding 
the anſwers given to the Objections of his 
Conitantinopolitan Fathers, Let us ſee what 
they arc, and with what reaſon he does 
It. 
6. 3. Firſt, ſaith he, hen the Fathers 
" of the Synod at Conſtantinople had ſaid, that 


© Chriſt came to deliver us from all * 
an 
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© ind to teach the Worſhip of God in Spirit and 
% Truth, they bravely anſwer, that then it 
* & impoſſible for Chriſtians (meaning I ſup- 
poſe thereby the Church of Chriſt, not eve- 
ry particular Chriſtian) to fall into Idolatry, 
© becauſe (he ſhould have added, as the 
Council doth, the Prophets had foretold, 
that all Idolatry ſhould be extirpated by 
the preaching of Chriſt & his Apoſtles, and) 
* bis Kingdom was always to cantinne, and the 
gifts and graces of God are without repen- 
"tance : Which would as well hold, faith the 
Doctor, again the prevalency of the Turk, 
n Idolatry among them. And is not this 
bravely anſwered by the Doctor ? Doth he 
think that there are as great Promiſes in the 
Scripture, for the Turks not over-running 
Chriſtendom, as there are for the Gates of 
Hell not prevailing againſt the Church ? Or 
that the Church, which is Chriits Kingdom, 
could apoſtatize ſo far as to enjoyn and al- 
low the belief and ptactiſe of 1dolatry, and 
the Gates of Hell not prevail againſt it? If 
he will not maintain theſe impictics to be 
true, nor deny what God hath 
ſaid by the Prophet Zachary, Be- 
hold, the days come, and I will de- 
firoy the names of Idols from off the earth, and 
the memory of them ſhall be no mort and this 
not for four or five hundred years, but to 
the end of the World , for th: Kingdom 
0; 


Zach. 13. 
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of Chriſt is to continue always, and his graces 
are without Repentance ; let him give Glory 
to God, and acknowledge his charge of Ja- 
latry to be falſe, and that Chriſt hath done 
what he came to do, that is, (as his Con- 
ſtantinopoliran Fathers conſe ſs) to deliver us 
from all Idolatry. 

5. 4. The ſecond thing he makes the Fa- 
thers of the falſe Synod at Conſtantinople to 
urge, is, That the Devil not being able to re- 
* duce the World to the former Idolatry, endta- 
* vours wnderhand to introduce it, under 4 pre- 
* rence of Chriſtianity, bringing them again to 
© the Worſhip of the Creature, and — 4 
© God of 4 thing that is made, when they have 
called it by the Name of Chriſt. The words 
here cited were taken out of St. Gregory Niſ- 
ſen, in the Oration he made upon his Brother 
St. Baſily and Epiphanius in the Name of 
the Council of Nice, charges them to 
have adulterated both the meaning and 
words of the Saint, by putting the name 
of Chriſt, inſtead of that of the Son. 
For whereas St. Gregory's Diſcourſe there 
was againſt the CArrians, proving them to 
be Idolaters, becauſe they acknowledged 
Chri# to be a Creature, and yet, adored and 
ſerved and put their truſt in him, they wick- 
edly pervert his words againſt the [mages ot 
Chriſt , which although Chriſtians retain in 


memory, and reverence out of love to him, 
tha: 
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that is repreſented by them, yet they neither 
call them Gods, nor ſerve them as Gods, not 
at any time put their hope of ſalvation in 
them, as the Arrians did in the Son although 
they believed him to be a Creature, The 
Dr. thought it not to his purpoſe to take 
notice of this Juggle of his Conſtantinopoli- 
tan Fathers, in purting the name Chriſt for 
gen: No, it might put us in mind of h own 
dexterous managing the words and ſenſe of 
Authors cited by himſelf, as I have ſhewed 
in the foregoing Chapter. Only, when Epi- 
phanius makes the difference between the 
Arrians and Catholicks to conſiſt in this, that 
the Arrians truſted in _—_ and gave pro- 
ferly divine honour to him y but Catholicks did 
wot ſo to the Images of Chriſt, but only wor ſhip- 
ed them for the ſake of the Object 

repreſented by them. He comes Summ. 3. p. 
in (p. 79.) with a But Aquinas 9. 25. 2 3, 
and his followers have at large 

proved, that where any thing is worſhipped 
meerly for the ſake of another, it muit have 
the ſame kind of worſhip given it, which they 
grve to the thing repreſented by it : For as A- 
qungs obſerves, the motion of the Soul towar ds 
as Image, 49 it is an 1 ij the ſame with 
that which is towards the thing repreſented by 
1 Therefore Epiphanius and the Nicen Fa- 
thers are in the ſame caſe with the Arrians, 
whom they acknowledge to be Idolaters. ' 

$ 3+ 
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$ 5. 1 remember the Dr. in his Preface 
tells his Reader, that his deſagn 15 to argue 
cloſely. How much he hath failed in the 
performance of his defign, ( if ever he had 
any ſuch) 1 have ſhown in almoſt every ar- 
gument he brings: And for the preſent ar- 
gument, there are ſo many tailings in it, that 
a Junior Sophiſter in the Schools would have 
g1ven it the name not of one,but of many Fal- 
lacies. For to make the conſequence good, 
he ought firſt to have prov d, that the Nicen 
Fathers were of the fame opinion with 4- 
quinas and his followers : or that their At- 
gument was ſo evident a Demonſtration, that 
they could not but be guilty of culpable ig- 
norance if they did not ſee it. 2dly, That 
Aquinas and his followers did conclude 
themſelves in virtue of fo evident a proof, 
to be 1dolatersy or at leaſt they ought to 
have done fo, for giving the ſame Worſhip or 
Reverence to chrif and his Image yz to Him, 


abſolutely for himſelf; to his _ rela- 
tney 


tively, or mcerly for his ſake, as ex· 
plicate themſelves. 3dly, That the Arni 
ans were Idolaters upon this very account, 
that they gave onely relative Worſhip to the 
Son, and not properly Divine Worſhip, which 
St. Gregory 2 ſaith they did, becauſe 
though they acknowledged him to be a Crea- 
ture, yet they ador d, and ſerv'd, and put their 
truſt in him as God, Theſe things he ought 

to 
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to have prov'd, to make his own conſequence 
good, viz. Therefore the Nicen Fathers are in 
the ſame caſe with the Arriant, whom they ac- 
tom edge to be Idolaters, Bur to tell us; 
thit becauſe Epiphanius and the Nicen Fa- 
thers aid, they onely wor ſhi1Þpe d the Ii 1228 of 
Chriſt for his ſake who was rep, i ſented by them : 
and becauſe (not They, but) CaAguinas and 
bis followers have at large proved that when 
Chriſt is worſhipped by bis Image, the ſame Wor- 
ſp or Reverence i given to him and his Images 
Therefore Epiphanius and the Nicen Fathers 
were in the ſame cale with the Arrians, thar 
is, Idolatersy is fuch a piece of Logick (if 
200d) as would have ſerv'd Diogenes (had he 
known it) to conclude all the Platoniſts in 
the world to be blind, For thus he might 
argue from the DodFors Topicks 3 The Plato- 
uli, and all Philoſophers, affirm that for a 
man to ſee, there muſt neceſſarily be ſome 
mon between the Oh ject and the Eye, that is, 
bmething muſt paſs from the Eye to the 
Odject, or from the Object to the Eye. But 
UAriſtotle and his Followers have at large 
ſtoved, that this cannot be done by em iſſion 
of Rays from the Eye to the object, as the 
Matonifls would have it 3 but by Imiſſion ol 
Species from the Object to the Eye : Ihere- 
fore all the Platomifts in the world are blinds 
What greater $ophiſtry can there be, than 
Wien there are different Opinions how the 

K ſame 
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ſame thing may be done, and one of them 
read abſurd, at leaſt ſeemingly ſo to others, 
to wake him who does the tung to be guilty 
of all the al ſurdities which follow from ſuch 
an Opinion ? Yet ſuch is the Doctors min- 
ner of arguing in this place : All Catho- 
licks agree that an Image may be worſhip- 
ped for his ſake whom it repreſents ; St. Tho- 
mas and his followe's will have this to be 
done by the ſame act by which the Proto» 
type is worſhipped : Others who take a dit- 
ſcrent way of explicating the thing, look 
upon this as ablurd, and think they can 
— it to be Idolatromt: and Dr, St. from 

ce corciudes Epiphanizs and the Nices 
Fathers, becauſe they ſay onely what all 
Catholicks agree ir, viz. That they worſhipped 
the Images of Chriſt onely for his ſake v w 
repreſented by them, to be Idolaters. The 
Reader I ſuppoſe by this time ſees the ſalla- 
cioulſneſls of this kind of argrting : and that 
the Doctor may fee! it, (it ſeeing be not e- 
nough) I ſhall preſs him with his own Argus 
ment in a Point winch himſclt affirms. To 
ſthew what kind of Reverence we give to holy 
Images, and that it is not Idolatrous, I inſtan- 
ced in Moſes and Foftus's putting off their 
Shoes in reverence to the Ground where they 
ſtood , becauſe it was Holy, To this the 
Doctor anſwers, p. 105. Firſt, I hat for this 
thete was an expref Command y but in the 
C 
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caſe of Image-Worſhip there is as plain a Pro- 
hibition. But let this paſs, though 1 have 
manifeſtly proved the contrary, What 1 
fix upon at preſent, is his Second Anſwer, in 
which he avouches , (abſtracting from any 
Prohibition or Command) that the ſpecial 
preſence and appearance of Cod, doth ſandtifie 
a place to ſo high a degree, that we may law/ul- 
h teftifie our Keverence towards it, and this 
Reverence ſo teſtified towards the Ground by 
Noſcs and Foſhua in putting off theit Shoes, 
| ſuppoſe himſelf will grant, was not given 
tothe Ground for it ſelf, but mcerly for His 
late who appeared there preſent in a ſpecial 
manner, that is for God's. This ſuppoſcd, I 
ſadſume according to his Logick : But Aquz* 
1 and his followers have at large proved, 
that where any thing is worſhipped or teve- 
renced mcerly for the ſake of another, it muſt 
hve the ſame kind of reverence given it, 
whichthey give tothe thing which ſanctifi- 
eth it by irs preſence ; for they do not vncly 
maintain that the ſame reve- 

rence is to be given to the Samm. 3. p. 
cri on which Chriſt ſufte:cd, 4. 25. 4. 4. 
decaule it repreſents him to us 

u crucified, but alſo becauſe of his preſence 
or conjunction to ity upon which account 
they ſay the King and his Garment arc wor 
ſhipped with the ſame act of Civil Worſhip. 
Therefore «Moſes and Joſhas were 1dolaters 
K 2 tor 
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for giving reverence to the Ground meerly 
for hu 22 who ſanctified it with his pre- 
ſence, The Conſequence (though horrible 
to any Chriſtian Ear) is parallel to that of 
the Doctor againſt Epiphanims and the Nicen 
Fathers; and if it have any force againſt 
theſe, it muſt have the ſame againſt thoſe. 
Thus ts the Doctor fallen into his own Trap. 
Neither can he fave himſelf by having tc- 
courſe to an expreſs command in the caſe ; be- 
cauſe Gods ſpecial preſence is given by him 
there as a d reaſon why reverence might 
lawlully be given to the Ground tor hy ſake 
who was preſent 3 and if it were Idolatry in 
ic ſelf to do fo, becauſe Aquinas and his 
followers have at large proved, that where 
any tuing is reverenced meerly tor the ſate 
ot anuther, it muſt have the ſame kind of 
reverence given it, which they give to the 
thing which ſunctiſieth it by irs preſence : it 
tollows that God commanded Moſes and 70- 
ſhua upon is grounds to do an ac which in 
it ſelſ is [dolarry and this ſhunds no leſs, if 
not more horrible to a Chriſtian Ear, that 
the ſotmt r. Let him then take his choice, 
whether hcvill allow what Aquinas and his 
toliow?rs have at large proved tor good, or 
no. If kegrant it, be muſt ſhow the diſ- 
Parity, why Moſes and Foſhna were not 25 
mucn Idolaters according to his Principles, 
as Epiphanius and the Nicen Fathers, It he 

deny 
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deny it, let him tell us with what con ſcience 
he could condemn Epiphanius and the Nicen 
Fathers for Idolaters, upon Grounds wh ch 
himſelf denics to be good and ſolid. Thus 
much to the form of the Decrters Argument. 
As for the diftinRion it ſelf of Abſolute and 
Relative Latria (with which St. Thomas and 
his followers explicate their Doctrine) I 
ſhall have occafion to ſpeak of it herealter., 
In the mean time the Reader may p.outly be- 
lieve, that to give Relative Laut to the 
Image of Chriſt, is no more Idolatty, than 
to give Relatrve Regal honowr to the Kings 
Garment, is Treaſon, 

$. 6. The third thing he urges from his 
Conſtantinopolit an Fathers, 18, the great Abe 
ſordity (as they call ir, and he a ppliuds tic m 
tor it, p. 80.) of making an Image < Chriſt 
jor Worſhip, becauſe Chriſt s Cd and Man 
therefore the Image muſt be of Gd and Man : 
wich cannot be, unleſs the Deity be circum- 
criled within the created fleſhyor there be a con- 
aon of both Natures after their Union, both 
wich are blaſphemies condemned by the Church, 
To this Epiphanizs anſwers two things ; 
!, That the Name of Chriſt is ſigniſicat ive 
& both Natures, and that an Image repre- 
nes one ly the Humane Nature, aud agrees 
onely in name, and not in ſubſtance with the 
Prototype. 2. That the Divine is no more 
U'cumicribed within the Humane Naturc in 
K 3 its 
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its being repreſented in an Image, than it 
was in its being laid inthe Manger, or nai- 
led to the Tre. And conſequently that the 
Objection either of circumſcription of the 
Divine Nature, or confuſion of both Natures, 
was vain and frivolous. I, but ſays the Do- 
ctor, What doth this An(wer ſigniſſe, unleſs 
there be an equal preſence or union of the Drvine 
Nature of Chrift with the Image, as there ws 
with the Humane Nature ? And I would glad- 
ly know what this Anſwer of his is to the 
2 unleſs he think that nothing may 
worſhipped with relation to God, unlefs 

it have as great an Anion with the Perſon of 
Chriſt, as his Humane Nature had? He 
will not deny, I hope, that the ſpecial preſence 
and appearance of God doth ſanttifie a place t1 
ſo high a degree, that we may lawfully teſtifie our 
reverence towards it, and yet that prelence 
or union is not equal ro that of the Divine 
Nature of Chriſt with his Humane, It is 
not onely Union, but Repreſentation allo, 
that may occaſion Worſhip; and ſo we ſee 
the King is worſhipped by his Picture, as re» 
preſenting him, though it have not fo cloſe 
an union with his Soul as his Body hath, But 
what ſticks in the Doctots mind (if I mi- 
ſtake not) is, how Chriit Cod and Man, can 
be worſhioped by an Image which repreſents 
him onely according to his Humane Nature? 
To this I have ſpoken already in the fifth 
| Char- 
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Chapter; and himſeli may facisfie his Rea» 
der in the point, by telling him How the 
King, who conſiſts of Foul and Body. c be 
worſhipped by a Piclare which repreſents 
him onely according to the Lineaments of lus 
Jody. 

$. 7. In the fourth place, his Conſtanti- 
nepolitan- Fathers urge, that If the Humane 
Nature of Chriſt be repreſented in the Image of 
Chrijt to be worſhipped as ſeparate fromthe Di- 
vine; this would be plain Neftorianiſm. And 
what ſays Epiphanius to this 7 That never 
any man well in his wits, when he ſaw the P;- 
Aure of a man, thought that the Painter by 
drawing him, had d,, his Soul from his 
Body, that is, that he had not oncly draws 
the man, but hang'd and quarter d him too: 
Was ever time fo fondly miſpent as in pro- 
poſing and reſuting ſuch pitiful Kind of So- 
phiſtry, as this of the Doctors Con/? anting- 
poluane Fathers ? And yet He ſays, the Good 
Nies Fathers ( where he means by Good, 
what he meant before by Wiſe) not knowing 
what to anſwer, deny the Concluſion, and cry, 
They Neftorians ? No. They lie in their Teeth, 
Thus He But what the MNicen Fathers an- 
ſwered like Good men and True, was this, 
that chowgh the Images of Chriſt (like other 
Images) repreſent onely the external Linea- 
ments of his Humane Nature, yet when they look 
pen them, they underitand nothing but what is 
K 4 ſigns. 
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fenified by them. For example, When le 
is repreſented as born of the Virgin (which 
is, I Ipo, w at the Doctor means by 
the Birth of the Virgin. p.81.) what they 
conceive in their Minds, is not his Humane 
Natur” 4s ſeparated from the Divine, but 
one Emmanuel, true God and Man: and 
therefore were far enough from b ing enilty 
of Neſlorianiſm in the uſe of Images. Here 
the Doctor cries out, Alas for then 
tht they ſhould ever be charged with the 
Worſhip of Images , who plead for nothing 
now but a Help to their profound Medi 
tations by them! And may not I much 
bettet ſay, Alas for him! who, it they 
Worſhipped the ſame which they con- 
ccived in their Minds, could not ſe 
their Worſhip (which is an Act of the 
Will) muſt be as free from Neſtorianiſm, 
as their linder ſlanding. But he had bad 
nothing to reply, it he had not thruſt 
in thoſe Words of his own, (t le 
Worſhpped as ſeparate from the Divine 
Nature) For they arc not in the Obje- 
ct ion, as it ſtands Recorded in the Coun: 
cl, However, they ſignifie little to bis 
purpole, becauſe the Will is carricd to 
the Prototype as it is conceived in the 
U :derſtanding, nor doth it give to the 
Image t e Worſhip due to the Prince 
{4', becauſe the Image is not Wor- 


ſhipped 


— 


) 
ſhipped at all for its own ſake, but for 


the Principal . 


6. 8. The Fifth Argument which he 
makes his Conſtantinopolitan Fathers pro- 
duce, is from the Initicution of the Eu- 
charift, which they call Chriſls Image be- 
f canſe injtituted in Commemoration of lum. 
And whertas he ſaid, Do this in re- 
© membrance of Me, He did, à it were, 
* tell them, That no other Figure or Repre- 
* (entation ander Heaven was choſen by Him, 
„ able to repreſent His being in the Fleſh. 
e, they ſay, ns 4» HONOUR- 
*ABLE Image of his Quickning BO- 
Dy, made by Himſelf, which he would 
"not have of the ſhape of a Man, to 417 
vent Idolatry. And as the Body of Chrif 
wa really ſanttified by the Divine Natures 
*ſo this Holy Image is by Adoption Dei- 
"fed, or made Divine through ſancliſca- 
" tion of Grace, This is the ſenſe of the 
Argument ; to which Epiphanius anſwers, 
that from the Fary they were poſſeſo'd with 
gainſt the making of Images, they were 
driven into another madneſs, of calling 
the Euchariſt an Image, contrary to the 
Scriptures and Fathers, And the Do- 
or knows that it is a ſufhcient Anſwer 
to an abſurd Objection, to ſhew that the 
Vjetor was driven to run into an Ab- 
lurdiry 
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ſurdity to maintain his Cauſe. What 
the ——— would have in- 
ferr'd from thence, was, that becauſe 
Chriſt ( as They aſſerted) made the 
Euchariſt an Image of his Body, there» 
fore #o other Image might be made or 
Worſhipped. But this They did not, 
but left it perhaps ( as too hard a Task 
for Themſelves) to be undertaken by 
ſo Great an Admirer of Them and their 
Doctrine, as my Adverſary : and at his 
Door it lies. Onely hc 1s deſired to 
bear in mind againſt a fit ſeaſon, that 
the Exchari# with Them is an HO- 
NOURABLE IMAGE, made by 
Chriſt Himſclf, and therefore if he will 
not deſert his Leaders, be muſt give 6+ 
wour to it, nay Divine Honour, becaulc 
although his Beloved Conftantimopolitans 
call the ENCHARISTICAL BREAD 
an IMAGE, yet they confeſs it in the 
ſame place to be NO FALSE IMAGE 
of Chrifts Natural Fleſh, but by virtue ot 
the Prieſtly Conſccration, it is made 6s 
Devine Body. 


$.9. In the ſixth and laſt place be 
jumbles together no leſs than Egle At. 
5 or rather Bare Aſſertions ol 
is Conſtantinopolitan Fathers, all which 


Epiphanias denics and refutes as frive 
4 
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low and falſe 3 as any one may ſee, 
who either conſiders the objedtions in 
themſelves 3 or will take the pains to 
read the Anſwers to them at large in the 
ſixth Action of the Council of Nice. 
Which though my Adverſary call weak 
and trivial, yet it is no fign he thought 
— ſo, when he omitted to fer them 
n. 
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CHAP. VIII. 


The Doctors Objeftion from the Council if 
Frankford examined, and ſhewn to be m 
Advantage to his Cauſe. 


. Frer the matter of the Yexers- 
A tion due to Holy Images, had 
been diſcuiſed, and defined, as 

you have ſeen, in the ſecond General Coun- 
cl of Nice, the Doctor fearing that his 
Jrony of that Wiſe Synod, would not ſtick 
faſt enough, unleſs backed with a greater 
Authority than his own, tells his Reader 


that it was condemned by the Council at 
Francford, called together by Charles the 
Great, Anno 794, He ſhould have added, 
ky the Command of the Apoſtolick See, as it is 

in Hint mara but that had 
Li. contr. Land. beten an apparent diſadvu- 
Epiſc.c.20, tage to his Cauſe, and there- 

fore better left our. Ne- 
vertheleſs the fact it ſelf he looks upon as as 
apparent advantage to it. And thereupon he 
endeavours to ſhow by many Conjectures, 
that the Fathers at Francford did expreſly re- 
ject the Council of Nice, and that not out of 
miſunderſtanding iti Doctrine, as ſome ra, 
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be Caith, imagine: but char really they inten- 
dd to condemn the Doctrine it let there 
defined, His proofs are, (p- S4.) Becauſe 
the AA of that Council, he faith, were very 
well known to the Author Of the Caroline Book z 
and becauſe the Copy of the Nicen Council was 
ent them by Pope Adrian ; whoſe Legates alſo 
meſided in the Council of Francford , and 
meh eaſily reftifie any Miſtake, if they were 
eualty of it. Beſides, none of the Hiſtorians 
of that time do take notice of any ſuch Error, 
and the ſecond Canon of Franctord publiſhed 
hy Sirmondws, expreſly condemns the Council 
of Nice, To this he adds, That the ſame 
Crancil was rejefted here in England, and the 
iyued of Paris, called by Ludovicus Pius, con- 
demned expreſly Pope Adrian for aſſerting a ſe- 
trfitions Adoration of Images. Laſtly, he 
conficms it from the Doctrine of the Caroline 
books, ( whoſe deſign , as Binins confeſſeth, 
w againſt all Worſhip of Images ) and of 
Agebar dus publiſhed by Baluzins, who ingens- 
1 ſaich he, confe{ſeth, that Agobar avs ſaith 
n more than the whole Gallican Church believed 
i that Are. 

This is the ſum and force of his Argu- 
ment, and to maniſeſt the inſufhciency of 
in order to his deſign, (ſuppoſing the mat- 
ter of fa? to be true, viz. that the Council 
of Francford did reject that of Nice, which 
Gvers learned men not imptobably 2 
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ſhall ſhew firſt, that de falle there was 3 
miſ-underfSanding of the Doctrine of the 
Council of Nice. Secondly, That ſuppoſing 
there had been no miſtake, but that the 3. 
nod at Francford had really condemn'd the 
D..arine of Nice, yet had it been no advan- 

tage to his Cauſc. 
$- 2. Firſt, there was a miſunderſtanding 
of the Loctrine of the Council of Nice. 
And to make this evident, I ſhall need no 
more than to compare what was taught in 
the Council of Nice, with what was con- 
demn'd in the Council of Francford. What 
the Council of Nice taught, I have ſet down 
in the precedent Chapter, viz, That the Ima- 
ges of Chriſt and his Saints were to be placed and 
retained in Churches, &c. and that an honours: 
adoration (or te ſpect) was to be given to the 
ſad Images, like as is given to Chalices, and 
to the Books of the H Goſpelsy but not LATRIA, 
which (as true Faith teacheth] is due onely 10 
God, This was the plain and open Definition 
of the Council of Nice, Let us now ſee 
what it was that the Synod of Francturd 
condemned, <Allata eft in medium ulis, 
&c. A Queſtion was propoſed in the Conn! 
(ſaith the Author of the Caroline Book) 
concerning the late Synod of the Greeks held at 
Conſtantinople (a miſtake of the place, for 
Nicea) about the adoring of Images lu qua 
ſcriptum habebatur, In which there was writ: 
den, 
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ter, that thoſe ſhould be anathemati d ed, who did 
not give ſervice and adoration to Images of the 
Saints, as to the Divine Trinity. Now, faith 
the aid Author, eur moit Holy Fathers deny- 
1 by all means Service and Adoration, did 
beth contemn and unanimouſly condemn the ſaid 
Hod. This is what the Fathers of the 33 
nud at Francford condemned, as it ſtands re- 
preſented by the Author himſelt of the C- 
relin Book, to whom my Adverſary faith, 
that the At of the Council were very well 
trown, and by Geldaftus in Sir 

Henry Spelman , who Cites Concil. 79.1. 
them as the very words of p. 307. 

the Council, and I ſuppoſe by 

Srmondus al ſo ; for had he publiſhed any 
thing elſe, the Doctor would not have failed 
to let us know it. And now I appeal to any 
indifferent Reader, whether there were not 
agreat miſunderſtanding of the Dettrine of 
the Council of Nice. For had the Fathers of 
Francford rightly unde t ſtood that the Conn» 
at of Nice decl ir d onely an honowrary Nor- 
ſup to be given to Images, like as to the H.CrofS 
ind ts the Books of H. Scriptures, &c. and not 
Latria, or the Worſhip due only to God, they 
could never have condemn'd it for defining 
that the ſame Service and Worſhip was to be 
ven to Images as to the Divine Trinity. 
And therefore Mr. Thorndike ingenuoully 
protetlerh, that Ir is to be granted, that whoſo- 


EVE 
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ever it was that writ the Boot againſt Images 
; under the Name of Charles the 
Epilog.part, Great, did wnderſtand the 
3. P+363. Council to enjoyn the Worſhip 
of God to be given to the Image 
of our Lord. But it ts not to be denied that it 
was 4 meer miſtake, and that the Council ac- 
knowledging that ſubmiſſion of the beart which 
the Excellence of God onelj challenges, proper 
to the H. Trinity, maintains 4 ſigniſication of 
that eſteem to be paid to the Image of our Lord, 
It is evident then there was a grand miſtake ; 

And to omit what Bellarmin 
De Concord. ſa- and others ſay of the oc 
cerd. & Imp. ſion of it, Petrus de Marca 
U. 2. c. 17. ex (the late learned Archbiſhip 
edit, Baluzii, of Paris) very probably 
Conc. Nic, jadges it to have riſen from 
Aft.3. the words of Conſt antinus 

Biſhop of Conſtantia in Cy- 
prus, unskilfully rendred by the Latine Tran- 
flator. For (as he well obſerveth) the Coun: 
cil of Francford did not condemn the plain 
and open Definition of the Council of Nice, 
but las the Canon it ſelf of Francford ſpeaks) 
od ſcriptum habebatur, for that there was 
found written in the Alls of that Council, 
that the Worſhip due unto God, was to be gi- 
ven to Images. And the Author of the Ca. 
roline Book tells us, that this was ſound 


titten in the Sentence of the aforefaid C on- 
ſtant inus, 
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fartinus, whom therefore he condemns of 
precipitancy and folly in theſe words, Infan- 
fte & precipitanter ſive inſipienter Conſl antinus 
Conflantie Cypri Epiſcopus dixit, ſuſcipio & 
emplett or honor abiliter — & venerandas 
Imag ines, & que ſecundum ſervitium adora- 
tions que ſubſtantial & viviſcatrici Trinitati 
emitto, Bur inſtead of precipitancy and 
folly in Conſt antinus, he ſhould have laid the 
vl upon the ignorance of the Tranſlator, 
or his own, if not his malice, For the ſenſe 
v Greek is plain and facil to be this: Suſci- 
no c= honorarit amplector ſantt as & venerabi- 
ls Imagines. Ft adorationem ſecundum La- 
rim ſoli ſuperſubſtantiali & vivifice Trinita- 
1 1mpendo, * 1 receive and with honour em- 
*brace the holy and venerable Images (of 
WChrift and his Saints) but tor adoration of 
Latria, I give it onely to the ſupetſubſtan- 
tial and Life. giving Trinity. From whence 
i is is plain how ignorantly or malictouſly 
ther it was ſaid by Cal- 

vin, that the ſame Conſtan- Inſlit. lib. 1. 
{irus profefled he did reve- c. 11. $. 16. 
rently embrace the ſaid holy 

Images, cultumque honoris, qui vivificæ Tris 
nitati debetur, ſe illis cxhibirurum, and that 
le would give that Werſhip to them which is 
au tothe Holy Trinity when what he proſeſ- 
kd, was the quite contrary, Such Arts as 
lacke were enough to make a man ſuſpect 
a 
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a good Cauſe, much more to deſert a bd 
one, Bur whether this were the occaſion 
or no, tis evident (as I ſhewed betorc) that 
there was a great miſlake , and while the 
matter of fact is evident, my Adverſlary la- 
bours in vain to argue ſtom Conjectures, 
that it was not poſlible, eſpecially ſince the 
Copy of the Acts of the Nicene Council, was 
ſo wnskilfully it not maliciouſly tranſlated, as 
to miniſter matter of miſtake; and though 
the Popes Legates could not perſwade the 
Fraucſord Fathers from being engaged in it, 
yet tis Certain they reclaimed againſt their 
proceedings; and if the Fathers at Fran- 
ford perſiſted in their miſtake, what wonder 
if the Hiſtorians of that time, who favourd 
them, took no notice of it ? Or if the Ex- 
liſh Hiſtorians ran into the ſame Errovr, as it 
is manifeſt they did, by 
Hoveden An- what Hoveden reports, 
nal. P. Prior, that the Engliſh Biſhops be- 
ad cAnno lieved the Doctrine of the 
792. Council of Nice to be, that 
A oration was to be given ti 
Images, which the Church of Chriſt alert? 
That the Author of the Caroline Book, and 
Azobardus after him, did not content them 
ſclves with what the Council of Franc{ord 
had condemned, viz. That Worſhip was not to 
be given to Images, as to the Holy Trinity but 
denicd any veneration at all co be = to 
CN 
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them, (as the Doctor will have it) hinders 
dot, but that the Council of Francford 
condemned that of Nice upon a miſunder- 
ſanding of its Doctrine, as L have evident- 
ly ſhewed. 


6. 3. Secondly, But now ſuppoſing there 
had becn no miſtake , but that the Fathers 
u Francford (as my Adverſary would have 
it) had really condemned the Doctrine of the 
Council of Nice, vet 1 afhrm it had been no 
advantage to his Cauſe, becauſe as himſelt 
(p.84.) faith, The Popes of Rome ſided with 
the Wor ſhippers of Images, that is, confirmed 


' Wl the Dottrine of the Council of Nice, wheres 
IL they oppoſed and rejected the condemna- 
don of it by the Fathers of Francford. That 
t 


the Popes Legates contradi- 

ded it in the Synod, Cent. 8. c. 9. 
1s confeſſed by the At ag de- 

lungenſes z and that the Pope himſelf oppos'd 
lt, is manifeſt from the Confuration he 
wrote of the Caroline Book yz and that no De- 
otes of any Council could be valid without the 
Popes conſent, was ſo undoubted a thing a- 
mong all Chriſtians, that the Author himlelt 
o that Book durſt not deny it, but on the 
contrary affirms it to have been the ſenſe 
wen of the Fathers of Francford, as ac- 
howledging and profeſſing the laſt Fudg- 


og nent of Controverſies to belong to the Biſhop of 
eg . 2 Rome 3 
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Rome 3 and upon this account they affirmed 

the Council of Nice was to 
Baron, An.794, be re jected, viz. for that it 

had not been confirmed (28 
they pretended, though falſcly) by the Pope. 
And if the Fathers ol Francford look'd upon 
it then as an advantage to their Cauſe, that 
che Pope (as they pretended) had mot ſided 
with the Worſhrppers of Images, that is, with 
the Nicen Fathers, how comes the Doctor 
to look upon it now as ſu apparent an advan 
taze to the fame Cauſe, that the Pope (as he 
conſeſſeth) ſided with them? What I can diſ- 
cover here, is nothing but a great imp ove- 
ment of confidence, to alledge that for an 
Advantage which in Church- Affairs is the 
greateſt prejudice upon Earth. But if the 
Popes coulic ming the Council of Nice, were 
ne advantage to his Cauſe, as little is it, 
that the Council at Francford denied it to be 
Oecumenical, becauſe the Greeks onely were there 
preſent, and none of the other Provinces were 
called; ior what weight ſoever the Docter 
may conce ive that Exception to have carry 
ed at that time, yet tis certain now it hath 
no force at all, fince the Conncil it ſelf hath 
for many hundreds of vears been accepted 
as a tue and lawful General Council, and its 
Dottrine as Catholick by all the Provinces of 
Chrijtendom, and the contrary to it condem- 
ned tur Herefie, And this is no other « 81 
| wha: 
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what Mr. Thorndike an: 
ſwers to two Ouzetions Ja, 
urged from St. Epip Hui chap. 19. 
and che Council ol Elvirs 
that granting they held all Im ages in Chuyches 
Angerous for Idolatry (of which, faith be, 
there is «ppearance) it is manifeſt they were af- 
terwards admitted all over. From ice it 
follows that what Dr. St. argucs irom tlic 
Synod of Pari under Ludovica 
Pizs (which was indeed but a Ane B25, 
Conference of ſome Learned 
Men) condemning Pope CA drian fir a ſapc- 
fitious adoration of Images; From the Do- 
&rine alſo of the Author ot the Caroline 
Brok, and that of Agebardus, which Ba- 
lucius, ſaith he, c confeſſ eth to be no mere than 


the whole Callican Churcs believed in that Age, 
is 10 advantage at ail to his GC: r 
in ſuppoſition that they then 115 k upon 
lie very true Doctrine of the 'C uncil ot 
Nice, as dangerous, and impugz1 it as ſuch, 
dy reaſon of a very evi! ſaber ftutt: mn, the lim 


Baluzzws (aith, had poſſ f (ſed the mid; X. | 

perſons in that Age, viz. that the |. 

ſhip was to be given to Images 4s to t/ i 81 

Trinity yet afterwards the Doctrin« 

laid Nicene Council prev ailed all over 

was received as an CAfoſtolical Trad: tic 1 

the Callican Church it ſelf; like as thc 3 

arine of Non-rebaptization of Hereticssw s 
L 3 reccts 
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received in the African Church, although it 
had been condemned there before in a Coune 
cil by St. Cyprian. But upon a diligent ſur 
vey of Balu ius his Diſ- 
Baluxius inno- courle in that place, I do 
tis ad Abogard, not perccive his meaning to 
tit, de Imag. be what the Doctor would 
p. 88. have it, viz. that what A7 
bardus wrote was the bel 
of the whole Gallican Church in that Age : but 
that it was the Fudgment and Defign of the 
French Biſhops at that time, to extirpate by 
all means the above-mentioned Saperſſition 
which then reigned, although in doing it 
they might ſeem to run into the other ex- 
tream, of denying any Worſbip at all to be 
due to Images z all the whole buſineſs of the uſe 
of Images, being (as the Author of the Ac- 
count very well obſerves, p. 18.) but 4 mat- 
ter of Diſcipline and Government, For had 
he meant that what Agobardus wrote, was no 
more than the whole Gallican Church believed in 
that Age; how could the ſame Balu7jns tell 
us, that the French Biſbops at that time, al- 
though they ſeemed to remove all Worſwp 
from Images, yet allowed them to be kept, 
that the Faithful by ſeciug them, might be exci- 
ted to imitate thoſe Holy Perſons they repreſen- 
ted: Whereas Agobar- 
dus went ſo far as to affirm 
that they were kept for Orna* 
men; 


Papyriu Maſſon, 
in Synopſt Aged, 
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went to delight the eyes, bat not for the in tin i. 
on of the peo nay, that they were 121 70 be 
paints Japon the Church-Walls * Nas < the 
NH of rhe Gallican Chir ob in that 47 when 


Jonas Aurelianen : 15 commanded by Li 
drvicss Pius tO WIN againſt Claudine n- 
rinen(ſis for caſting them out of the Thurch ? 
Surely the little carc ct was taken to pre» 


ſerve the Canon ol the Council of France 
ford againſt Image-Worſhip , or rather the 
unanimous concurrence to ſuppreſs it ( if 
there were ever any ſuch Canon, for it lay in 
obſcurity for above ſeven hundred years to- 
ecther, till it was publiſhed, as my Adver- 
lary ſays, about the middle of the laſt Cen- 
tury, by D# Tillet) as alſo the prevalency of 
the comtrary Belief in the Gallican Church, as 
it is at this day, without any neiſe or oppoſe» 
tion, are no great Preſumptions to men who 
have any inſight into the Affairs of Religion, 
that the aid Church in that Age belicvcd (as 
Dr. St. would have us believe from the Con- 
leſſion of Balu ius) that no Venceration was 10 
be gen to Holy Images, Itis upon the con- 
trary ſuppolition, that Balu ius endeavours 
to excule Agobar dus and ſome other French 
Biſbops of that Age, as tranſported with zcal 
againſt a Superitition which, he ſays, had 
then prevailed among ſome Perſons in giving 
the lame Worſhip to Images asto the Holy 


Trinity, And for himſclf, he profeſles that 
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he is much pleaſed wich the Decrce of the 
Council of Cambray, Anno 1565. That the 
People be taught that no Worſhip ought to be g 
ven to an Image, for the matter or elegancy of 
the work, Cc. but for the Thing —— by 
it, to which the Worſhip and Honour is chiefly 
referr*d and that the Mind or Intention of 
him that prayeth or worſhippeth be carried to the 
thing ſignified, and not terminated on the ſign, 
which can neither hear, nor ſee, nor under ſtand, 
Thus mucho the Doors Objection from 
the Council of Francford, a Pailage (rake it 
which way you will) ſo difficult and obſcure, 
by reaſon of the various Opinions ot Au- 
thors, and ſeeming, if not real Contradicti- 
ons in Hiſtorians, that for one whole deſign 
is to blunder, not ſatisfic his Reader, a fitter 
Topick cannot be found, unleſs it be that 
which follows of the Calves, as he hath per- 
plex'd it with his groundleſs Con jectutes. 
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CHAP. IX. 


of the Doctors Third Prof, from the Fudę- 
ment, as he pretends, of the Law-giver. 
Hu ſpeculation concerning the Golden Calves 
manife/ily repugnant to the H. Scriptures 
and Fathers, Ar. Thorndike's Fude- 
ment of the Meaning and Extent of the 


Second Commanament. 
1.1. T 

brings to prove that God in the 

ſecond Commandment hath ex- 
weſly prohibited the giving ary Worſhip to hine 
ſelf by an Image, is taken, faith he, (p.92.) 
from thoſe who were beſt able to ad and the 
meaning of it : and among theſe, none ſo com- 
tent a Fudge as the Lam giver himſelf. Here 
we have a folid Principle indeed to work 
upon, and if the Doctor would give me 
lave to infer from it, T would argue thus: 
But the Law-grver himſelf commanded the 
Ark and the Cherubims to be placed in the 
Temple, with reſpet to his Worſhipg 
Therefore he did nor expreſly prohibit in the 
ſecond Commandment the grving am Worſhit to 
bimſelf by an Image, For it cannot be 1 
ceived that himſelf would introduce + 4 l- 
* 
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low ſuch a practiſe as ſhould be contrary to 
its meaning. But I muſt not foreſtall, by; 
attend my Adverſary : and the ſubſtance of 
what he diſcourſes upon that Principle, is 
this, That the Iſraelites were condemned 
God of Idolatry, for worſhipping the Golden 
Calf, and yet they did not fall into the Heathes 
Idolatry by ſo doing, but onely worſhipped the 
true God under that Symbol of his preſence, If 
you ask him how he knows for certain that 
the Iſraelites did not fall back into the Heathen 
Idolatry ; when it is certain that in A 
they worſhipped the 1dols of the «£gyprians, 
Ert. 20.7, 8 He tells you upon his word, 
that they had not the leaſt pretence of infidelity 
as to the true God; and yet the very Text he 
Cites to prove it, tells us they pretended 
their deſpair of Aoſes returning, as a ſuffi- 
cient reaſon ro move Aaron to make them 
Gods who ſhould ge before them, It you ask 
him how he knows ſor certain, that the Calf 
was intended to be onely a Symbol of Gods pre- 
ſence ? Ile tells you, We (that is himſelf 

and his Maſter Calvin) 
Calv, Infiit. li. 1. cannot imagine the people 
33.5. ſo ſottiſh, Nec tam inco- 

gitantes erant Judæi. au 
Calvin, to deſire Aaron to make them a God in 
the proper ſence, as though they could believe the 
Calf newly made, to have been the God, which 
before it was made, brought them out of the * 
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1 
, Feypt. And yet they can both of them 
very eaſily imagine Catholic Chriſtians to be 
ſo ſottiſh as to terminate their Worſhip up- 
on a Block, or a hen Stone, thovgh 1. the 
ſame time they deny any Divinity to be in 
them,or have not the leaſt pretence of Infidelity 
& to the True Cod. But (be their Imagina- 
tion as much at the devotion of their Paſſion 
1j they pleaſe) could not the Peopie, takin 
it for granted (as he ſays they did) that Moſes 
m4 not to be heard of more, ful into a diſlike 
or a diſtruſt of the God whom Moſes had 
taught them to worſhip, and ſo run with 
their thoughts into egypt, and require of 
Aaron to make them 4 God to ge before them, 
like unto the Gods which they had ſeen and 
worſhipped there ? That this was their 
Intention, and not to make a Symbol oncly of 
the preſence of the true God, the very making 
of the Calf, which was done in imitation of 
the Golden Bulls of Apt, the Symbols (as 
the Door calls them) of their chief God oſi. 
ru, ſufficĩently evinces. And for this it is 
they are ſo frequently reprehended in Holy 
Scripture, Dent. xxxii. 15. He (that is, I, 
rel) forſook God which made him, and went 
back fromthe God of his Salvation 3 and verſ. 
18. Thou haſt forſaken the God which made 
thee, and haſt forgotten the God thy Creator. 
Pal. cv. 19. They made 4 Calf in Horeb, and 
worſhipped the Molten Image; Thus they chan» 
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ged their Glory into the ſimilitude of an Ox thu 
catct h Graf. They forgat Cod who had ſaved 
them, who had done ſo great thines in At, 
wonderous works in the Land of Cham, and 
fearful things in the red Sea. And again, 
A vii. 39,40. Our Fathers, ſaith St. $re« 
phen, would nol obey, but thruſt him (that 's, 
the true God) from them, and in their hearts 
turned back agam into Agypt, ſaying unto 
Aaron, Make ws Gods to go before . &. 
And they made a Calf in theſe days, and He- 
ed ſacrifice to the Idol, and rejoyced in the work 
their own hands, This is what the Scrip- 
ture reſtificth that the 1/raelites did, viz. that 
they foreat the God which made them; that 
they thruit him from them, and in their heart; 
turned back into At: that the Molten Calf 
(which they had made after the pattern they 
had ſcen there) w4s n Idol, and that they ef- 
fered ſacrifices to this Ido! : And muſt we now 
deny all this to be true, becauſe Calvin and 
Dr. St. cannot imagine the People to have been 
fo ſottiſh ? Is this to make Scripture the Rel? 
6 50 Faith, Of Iman inaiion to be the Rule of 
Scripture ? Let the Reader obſerve here for 
his Inſtruction that according to Dr. St.'s 
behaviour here and elſewhere, it he mcet 
with any pailage in Scripture that thwarts 
his Imaziaation, he muſt underſtand it in a 
ſenſe agrecable ro what he cas imagine, that 
is, as beſt plcaſcs his own fancy. And Thus 

(how 
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(how eunningly ſoever He and his Partizane 
difguiſe it) is indeed the onely Ground from 
which they take their meaſures in the Inter- 
pretation of Scripture, as Mr. E. . hath 
clearly proved in his Book called Proteſtancy 
without Principles, And although His per- 
formance, among others, be likened by the 
Doctor to the way that Rats anſwer Books, 
by enawing ſome of the leaves of them: yet an 
Impartial Reader will compare it rathcr to- 
the execution done by the Worm in Jonas, 
which [mote the Gourd, and it withered, But 
to return to the Iſraclites, and their Golden 
Calf. 

. 2, Did the Fathers underſtand the ſame 
by it which Calvin and the Dodor do? 
Could They not 1magine the Peoplc to be fo 
ſentiſh as to aſcribe their deliverance, and the 
Miracles wroughtin it, to this New God ? 
Nothing leſs. There i no cauſe to wonder, 
faith St. Athanaſſus, at the 
—_— madneſs, in impu- S. Athan. in il- 
tmg the works of Chriſt to the \nd,Quicunqy 
Devil, becauſe their Fathers dixeric ver- 
were of the [ame mind before bum. Tom. 4. 
them z for being but newly 
gone ont of Egypt, they attributed the benefits 
which God had beſtowed on them, to the Calf 
which themſelves had made, ſaying, Theſe are 
thy Gods, O Iſrael, which brought thee out of 
Eeypt. Tes will ut, faith St. Hitrom, how 
they 
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they offered ſacrifices in the Wilderneſs not ty 
God,but to their King whom 
St. Hierom in they call Lucifer ? And the 
Amos, cap. 5. Anſwer he gives is that 
from the time they transfor- 
med their Gold into a Calf, ſaying theſe are thy 
Gods, 0 Iſrael, which brought thee out of Egypt, 
it « manifeſt, that all what they did, they did 
not to God, but to Idols, In like manner St. 
Chryſoſtom. After the pec- 
St. Chryſoſt. ple had heard thoſe — I 
Tom. 5. Hom. am the Lord thy God, Thes 
5, de Pœnit. ſhalt have no other Gods le- 
fide mez They made a Calf, 
and rejected God, They did not acknowledge 
him to be the Lord, but diſowned their Bene- 
fatter, ſaying unto Aaron, Make us Gods to 
go before wi And then, as if he had fore- 
{cen the difficulty Calvin and my Adverſary 
have of imagining how the people could be- 
lieve the Calf newly made to have been the God, 
which before it was made brought them out of the 
Land of Egypt, He objects to himſelf, 1f they 
were Gods, why did they ſay, Make? For 
how can thoſe be Gods which are made ? And 
then anſwers, Sic malitia obſecans ſibi ipſi re- 
puenat, & ſemetipſam extinguit, That, 1t 
1 the nature of malice to blind the mind it poſ- 
ſeſſes to that degree, that it makes it contradit 
and deſtroy it ſelf. 
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$. 3. This is what the Holy Scripture and 
the Fathers ſay expteſly of the 1ſraclites ma- 
king and worſhipping the Calf, That they 
were 1dolaters in lo doing, we confefs ; but 
that theit [dolatry conſiſted onely in wor- 
ſipping the True God under that, as a S- 
bol of his preſence, we utterly deny, And 
till the Doctot can prove it, by as great, if 
not greater Authority of Scripewres and Fan + 
thers, than I have done the contrary, he will 
never prove from this fact of theirs, that 
God hath expreſly prohibited in the ſecond Com- 
mandment the owing him any W, orſhip by an 
Imaze, What he does is, to tell us that he 
cannot imagine the people to have been ſo ſot- 
tiſh, as to believe th: Calf newly made to have 
been the God,which before it was made, brought 
them out of the Landof Eeypt : or to think the 
Gods of Egypt had wrought thoſe Miracles for 
them in their deliverance. But theſe are 
Conjectutes of his own Fancy, without any 
Anthority of Scripture or Fatbers ; nay ex- 
ptelly againſt them, as I have ſhewed. And 
altzough Aaron perhaps, and ſome of 
the Wiſer among them might not be /o ſor» 
tiſh, yer it is certain { as the Doctot confeſſes 
of his Wiſer Heathens) they were ſo weak as 
to concur with them in the external practiſes of 
thur Idolatry. But then he tells us again, 
p.) that the people took it for granted that 
Moſes, by reaſon of his forty days abſence, was to 
be 
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be heard of no mores and therefore they fel 
aon deviſing the fitteſt Symbol for the preſence 
of God going before them ʒ and herein the great- 
eff number, ſaith he, being poſſeſſed with the 
prejudices of their Education in Egypt, where 
Golden Bulls were the Symbols of their chief 
God oſiris, they pitched upon that, and forced 
Aaron to a compliance with them in it. And 
all the proof he brings for this, is, that im- 
mediatcly before Moſes his going up to the 
Mount, the laſt Promiſc God made to them 
was, that he would ſend his Angel before them 
Exod.xxiii. 20, 23. as if thoſe who had fer- 
gotten the God that made them, could not alſo 
forget this Promiſe ; ot at lcaſt think that He 
had forgotten it, or was not able to perform 
it ; and ſo ſall upon deviſing the making of 4 
God like thoſe they had ſcen in Foypr, whole 
Pre ſence and Conduct they might have con- 
tinually with them. This follows much 
more clearly from the prejudice of their Ed 
cation in Egypt, than what the Doctor has 
deviſed for them tor they never deviſed any 
ſuch thing to themſelves, as is manifeſt out 
of the Scriptures and Fathers before alledged. 
And when I conſider tlic 1ſratlires, a people 
without Learning, oppreſſed for four hun- 
dred years together by the moſt Idolatrous 
Nation in the World, and ſerving their 
Gods, as it appears they did, out of Egeł. xx. 
8, the prejudice wluch this cuſtom hat 
wrough 
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wrought in them, and cheir readineſs upon 
every light occaſion, toturn back with their 
hearts into Egypt v4 laſtly, the Character 
which God himſelf gives of them, Deut. 
xxxii,28, that they were 4 Nation vod of 
cnnſel, neither wat there any underſtanding 
is them. When, 1 ſry, 1 conſider all this 
da the one fide ; and the quaint device the 
Doctor would transfer from his own head 
to theirs; of making the Calf onely for the 
ymbol of the preſence of the true God, on the 
other: I cannot but look upon it to be much 
of the ſame nature with thoſe ſabtil fetches 
which Hiſtorians, toſhew their own $kill in 
Palticks, devife, rather than diſcover, in the 
Actions of thoſe Perfons (though never ſo 
tupid ) who are the ſubjtct of their Hiſtory. 
How many Plots and Deſigns have Tacitus 
nd others framed for them, which they ne- 
rr dream't of themſelves ? much leſs were 
the Iſraelites guilty of any ſucli ſubtil ſpecu- 
ation as Calvin and the Decfer have invents 
td for them. The higheft pitch of thcie 
Fancy, it it ſtaid not in the Image it fellfy 
was to — — ſome Deity, like thole of 
Frypt, to infinnate it ſelf into the Cult ( as 
the Egyptians believed of their Gods ) from 
thence to give Oractes, and conduct them 
into the Land of Promiſe 3 and not as the 
Doctor deviſes for them, that they look'd 
upon it onely as a Symbol of the true Cod, 

M whom 
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whom now they had thruſt from them and for- 
gotten, To make out this device, which 
had no other foundation but in his own fan- 
cie, he is forc'd to invent a new kind of Ido- 
latry, diſfini# from the Heathen Idolatry ; Be- 
cauſe there i no intimation (faith he, p.95.) 
made of their falling into the Heathen Idolatry, 
But why then docs he charge the Church of 
Rome with 1dolatry upon this account, (p.3.) 
viz. that ſhe requires the giving to the Creature 
the Worſhip due onely to the Creator ? Is not the 
giving Divine Worſhip to a Creature, the ſame 
as to make it a falſe God ? And is it not Hee» 
then Idolatry to worſhip a falſe God ? Either 
then hc muſt retract the ground upon which 
he builds his Charge of 1dolatry ; or be 
muſt ſtand to it ſtiſly without flinching, that 
both Catholic łs now, and the Fews then were 
Heathen Idolaters, For he does but contra- 
dict himfelt whilſt he makes — onely 
of * Idolatryy and yet does us no 
kindneſs at all, whilſt he charges us to ter- 
minate the Worſhip due onely to God, u 
the Creature, Oh, bur, ſays he, — 
wards the Iſraclites fell into Heathen 1dolatry, 
the particular names of the Gods are mentroned, 
as Baal- Peer, Moloch, Remphan, &c. What 
then ? Is it the 7do['s having a Name, that 
makes the Worſhippers Heathen [dolaters ? 
Ariſtotle tells us, that words are but the 
fins of the conceptions of qur mind : =_ 
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they conceived or believed the Calf to be a 
God, were they not as much Heathen Idols» 
ters for worſhipping it without a Name, as 
the Egyptians tor worſhipping it under the 
Name of Au The onely difference 1 
hind is, that the Egyptians by long practice 
were become Maſters of their Trade, in ma- 
king Gods, whereas the Iſraelites by this one 
Act were Novices onely in that Art. 

$. 4, What hath been ſaid of the Golden 
Calf in the Wilderneſs, may in like manner 
de applied to tho Calves which Feroboams 
ſet up at Dan and Bethel, viz. that the Pros» 
ple did not look npon them as Symbols onely 
of the preſence ol the true God, but chat, as 
dr. Hierom ſaith, they forgat 
the Lew of God, and wholly S. Hierom in 
devoted themſelves to Egyptian Ofcs, c. 4. 
ldels, And the ſame is athr- 
ned by the Author of the Commentaries 
under the name of St. Am- 
broſe, viz. that the Egyptian S. Ambr. in 
aan ſlupped a four-footed Beaſt, Rem. i. Tom. 3 
nom they called Apis, in the 
ene f of A Calf : Which Evil of theirs, faith 
it, was imitated by Jeroboam, in ſetting up the 
Calves in Samaria, to which the Jews offered 
ſarifce. But this, ſaith the Doctor, was 
nt ſo agreeable to his End, nor ſo likely to ſuc+ 
md: And why not ? Was not by end to 
kcure the Tea Tribes to hunſelſ, ſo that the 
M 2 might 
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might not think of recurning to unite them- 
ſelves any more to the Houſe ot David ? 
And what more likely way to eſſect it, than 
the making them ſuch [dols as their Fathers 
had worſhipped in Fgypt and the Wil dernef? 
What he aimed at, (Achitophel- like) was to 
make thr breach irreconcilable, and the of 
makins them Calves he look d upon as the 
propercſt means to that end, conſidering 
the inclination of that People, whoſe eyes, as 
the Scripcure faith, were after 
thitr Fathers Idols, I, but 
the Occaſion, (ith he, of the Ning dom comin 
to lum, was from Solomon's falling into Hea- 
then Idolatry, and thu would make him mort 
cautions of falling into it, eſprcially at by firſt 
entrance. And l belicve it would have done 
fo. had he been a Good Foſter, and not a wick- 
ed feroboam. Bur why the Docter ſhould 
think him fo tender conſerenc'd, whom God 
himſelt upbraids for having made to humjelf 
france and molten Gods, and cait him behind 
bis back, 3 Kings xiv. 9. Or why he ſhould 
think him ſo ſcrupulous, when the Scrip- 
ture faith, that he ſacrificed to the Gods which 
he had made, $ Kings XII. 32. and that be er- 
dained him Prieſts for the high places, and for 
the Devils, and for the Calves which he had 
made, 2 Paralip. xi. 15. I cannot imagine. 
The Ingenious Author of the Cau(es of the 
decay of Chriſtian Pity, chap. 15. made adit 
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ferent Judgment of the matter, when to 
ſuew that Divinity has long ſince been ma de 
the Han dme Policy , and Religion mode A 
by Conveniencies of State 3 he immedia'eiy 
adds for an example, that The Golden Calves 
became vener able Deities, when they were {i und 
apt to ſecure ſerobeam i jealouſies, But had 
this been Ferebeam' Intention, en mach 
better, ſaith the Doctor, had he then arg ue 
that they had been hitherto in a ercat miſtake 
concerning the true God, and not meerly as to 
the place of his Worſhip, which is all be Heat. 
gun fer he continued, faith he, the ſame 
Feaſts and way of Worſhip which wore at J ra- 
ſalem ? 1 Kings xit.32» And what wonder 
if ſo great a Polititian as he was, ju ig'd it 
not fit to leave off on the ſudden all that had 
been in uſe betore ? Sudden Cnanges from 
one extream to another, whether in the Na- 
tal or Politick Body, are always look'd up- 
on 2s dangerous. And thereture the firſt 
Reſormers nete in England, when they de- 
lend a Service only of Bread and VV ine, 
tought it expedient to retain the Names ot 
the Budy and Blood of Chriſt, and many of 
the ancient Praycrs an Ceremonies, which 
the nicer Brethren boggle at at this day, as 
kelicts of Popery, and Politick Inventions to 
make the Bread and Wine go down the bet - 
ter. But for Feroboaw, he told the People 
plain euough what he meant, whea pointing 
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to the Calves, he bid them behold the Gods 
which had brought them up out of the Land of 
Egypt. And the Text cited by the Doctor 
1Reg.xii,23.{pcaks but of one Feaſt he or dais i 
like wnto the Feaſt that was in Judaz though the 
Doctor will have it, that he continued the 
ſame Feaits and way of Worſhip which were 
at Jeruſalem. But Ahab 's fin, he faith, was 
much greater than that of Jeroboam : It was 
ſoy but will abſolve Fereboam no more from 
the guilt ol Ide, (which the Scripture 
calls pra Ade than one mans com- 
mitting adultery with many, will free ano- 
ther from the guilt of the ſame crime, who 
commits it but with ene: Nor does ſches 
2 Rings cal for the Lord (nay though it were tor hi 
x. 16. Lord, as the Doctor, not theScriprure, reads 
it) exempt him from 1dolatry in following 
the ſteps of Feroboam, any more than the 
lawful A of Matrimony acquits a Husband 
from the Crime of Adultery, who defiles his 
Neighbours Bed. But, How then, ſaith he, 
came the Worſhip of the true God in the ten Tribes 
to be ſet in oppoſition to the Heathes 1dolatry in 
I Kings xviii. 21? No otherwiſc ſurely than 
by the force of imagination. For when El- 
a laid unto the people, How long will ye halt 
between two Opinions ? If the Lord be God, 
follow himy but if Baal, then follow him. The 
ſence is plain, that he meant to recal the peo- 
ple to the Worſhip of the onely True God, 
whom 
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whom he preached to them, and in the m1r= 
ner he himſelf did worſhip him; and not 
that he intended to ſet the Iſraclites ſacriſi- 
cing to the Calves at Dan and Bethel (which 
is what the Doctor means by the Worſhip of 
the true God in the ten Tribes) in oppolition 
to the Worſhip of Baal. For in the very 
next Chapter the Prophet himſelf ſuppoſes 
ſuch a general Apoſtacy of the ten Tribes to 
the Worſhip of Baal, that he complains 28 
if he alone were left alive, who had not con- 
ſented to his Worſhip; as appears by the 
Anſwer which God made him, that he ha4 
yet (even thouſand left in Iſracl which had not 
bowed their knees to Baal, 3 Kings xix. 1,18. 
How then could Ei fer the Worſhip of the 
tree God in the ten Tribes in oppoſition to the 
Worſhip of Bd, when he ſuppuſed all that 
were remaining of the Ten Tribes, exccp: 
bimſell, to have forſaken the true Gud to 
follow Baal ? As for the Emvaily of the 
Samaritans to the King of Alſyris , that s 
Prieſt might be ſent wHto them from the Capt te 
viy, the realon is plain way they lent to 
him, and not to the King of Jud, becauſe 
they feat d his diſpleaſure, ſhould they have 
kept Correſpondence with his Enciay, 
Moreover they thought the God oi 1-47 to 
be only a Topical God; and t.acrtare they call 
him the God of the Land, 4 K xv. 26. as 
diſtinct from the God of Juda, Now what 
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the Text ſaith, is, that the Prieſt when he 
ceme, taught them hem they ſhould fear 
the Lord ; bur there is no mention at all 
made of his teaching them to worſlup him in 
the Calves, as Symbols of his preſence, which 
was the onely thing tor the Doctots purpoſe, 
had it been there. 

5. 5. Having thus anſwer dall the Ds. 
fors Conjectures, or rather Monceing his, as 
to the greater part of them, (tor it is with 
hi Heifer he plows ) by which he endeavours 
to make the World believe that the 1ſraclites 
intended the making of the Calves for ro 
other end, but onely to worſhip God in 
them as Symbols of his preſence, and ſhewn 
them to be perfectly groundleſs ; for a far- 
ther diſcovery of the weaknels of his D.. 
courſe, let us ſuppoſe ir, after all, to be as 
he would have it; I: carnot be denicd, but 
the Calves were originally Symbols of Ofirds, 
the chief (but falſe) God of the Feyptran'y 
and himf{clf conſeiles (p.94-) that upon this 
account the Iſraelites mace choice of them 
for the piteſt Symbols ot the preſence of tte 
true C: Suppoſe, I ſay, they look d up- 
on them as ſuch, and that they were condem - 
ned of Idalatry for intending to worſhip the 
true God in them, 1 affirm, it follows no 
more ſrom hence, that God hath expreſly pro- 
J bited in the ſecond Commandment to gie 
h any Worſhip by ſuch Symbols or Images 1 

are 
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are not the Symbols of falſe Gods ; than it 
would follow from a King's condemni 
ſuch Perſons of Treaſon, as ſhould — 
to wo: ſhip Him by honouring the Tmage of 
an Uſurper, that he had expreſly prohibited 
the giving him any Worſhip by his own Image. 
In fine, it this diſcourſe of the Doctors may 
be allowed for good, I fer no reaſon why he 
might not as well juſtific the groſſeſt of Ido- 
laters, the «A2yptians, in their worſhip of 
Liehs and Onyons, from the guilt of Heathen 
Idelatry, as the Iſraelites in worſhipping the 
Calves : for, procecding in his way, it were 
but to imagin, they could not be fo ſottiſh as 
to believe them to be Gods in the proper ſenſe, 
bur that they look d upon them onely as Sym- 
bels of Gods kindneſs 10 ibm, in providing 
them Sauce as well as Meat, though out of 
Reverence to thoſe Deities they would eat 
neither of them. 

$. 6. To conclude this Point of the mean- 
ing of the Second Commandment, he tells us, 
that the Fews thought the Prohibition to extend 
to all kind of Images for Worſhip. And I 
would gladly know whether we muſt fund 
or fall by the Interpretation of the Pet? 
It is their Opinion that * | 
the Prohibition extended - 3. 4. 
not only to the worſhipping, 4. 103. 
bur alſo to the making all ets 
kind of Images. Andwill the Doctor there- 


toce 
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fore condemn the Profeſſions of Painting and 
Carving, as unlawful, and 
— 11 Nn. ( his Conſtantinopolitan 
** Fathers call them) blaſþhe- 
mou, Well, but Vaſquez, faith he, acknow- 
ledgeth, with other Divines of the Roman 
Church, that it is plain in Scripture, that God 
did not only forbid that in the ſecond Command. 
"ON ment which was unlawful by 
— „ my the Law of Nature, as the 
. 104. wor ſhipping an Image for 
** . Cod: — the wor ſhipping the 
true God by any (imilitude of him: But to 
whom do they ſay he forbids it ? Does not 
Vaſque; ſay expteſly, c. 2. that it was to the 
Fews ? which the Door conveniently leaves 
out. And do not thoſe Divines in the very 
words cited by himſclt plainly declare the 
Prohibition of worſhipping God by any ſimili- 
tude of him, to be but a Poſuive Precept, 
when they ſo clearly diſtinguiſh it from the 
Prohibition of worſhippeng an Image for God, 
which they ſay, was unlawful by the Lirht of 
Nature ? And it they look d upon that part 
of the Prohibition as a mer Paſittve Precept, 
does he think they thought it obliged Chri- 
ſlians ? Their Doctrine and Practice evince 
the contrary. And if Divines agree not a- 
mong themſelves how far this Precept obli 
ged the ems, what matter is it, ſo they 2 


gree that what is forbidden in it to Chriſtians 
is 
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is that which i anlawful by the Law of Na- 
tre The oppoſition then which the Do- 
got would make between my Aſſertion, and 
that of other Catbolick Divines, is altoge- 
ther impertinent ; for taking it as a Natural 
Precept and Immatable, they ſay the ſame 
that I do, that it ozely forbids the worſhipping 
of Idols, To what he alledges of the Pri- 
mitive Chriſtians being declared Enemies to all 
Worſhip of God by Images, which, he faith, 
is at laſt confeſſed by Pera- 

vis, one of the moſt Petav. Dogm. 
Learned Feſuites they ever Theolog.Tom.F. 
had, when he aftirms, lib. 15. c. 13. 
that for the firſt four Cen- . 3. c. 14. 5, 8. 
tries , or farther , there 

was little or no uſe of Images in the Temples or 
oratories of Chriitians, — to diſpute the 
matter of fact, of which he — there 
was ſome little uſe ; nor the truth of the 
Doctors relating the words of Petavius, of 
which there is ſome little reaſon to doubt, 
from what he did before with Trigautius) I 
ſhall give him the An- 

lwer of Mr. Thorndike, Faſt Weights , 
one of the moſt Learned chap. 19. 
Divines among the Prote- 

Hants, that at that time there might be jealouſte 
of offence in having Images in Churches, be- 
fore Idolatry was quite rooted out, of which af- 
terwards there might be no appearance. And 
there- 
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therefore they were afterwards admitted al 
over z for it is manifeſt, ſaith he, the Church 
i tied no farther than there can appear dan- 
ger of 14olatry. And ſince he hath given 
in occaſion to mention this Learned 
Perſon, I ſhall conclude this Point with 
his Fadoment concerning the meaning and 
extent of the Second Commandment, that 
the Reader may ſee how diametrically op- 
poſite Dr. St. s diſcourſe is, to the Senti- 
ment of ſo Eminent a Divine in the 
Church of England, Thus then Mr, Thorn 
dike. 
$.5. The ſecond Commandment, ſetting 
& forth God for a God that is jealous of his 
people whether they wor- 
Juit Weirhts, ** ſhip him or not, mani- 
chap. 23. « {{{tly ſuppoſeth their Co- 
e vcnant to ſotſake all other 
** Gods beſide him : a Contract of Mar- 
riage between Him and his People, 
* Which if it be ſo, it 1s no leſs mani 
"©feſt, that the Images which the Precept 
© ſuppoſeth, arc the Repreſentations of 
* other Gods, which his People were 
wont to commit Adultery with, by 
* Worſhipping them for God, For fee- 
ing it is manitclt how much Idolatry 
* was advanced by Imagery, (though it 
may be without it) there can be no 


** marvel that there ſhould be a — 
5 . 1 


C. 
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« Precept againſt it. Wherefore it is ma- 
«* nifeſt that Jews by the Letter of this 
te Precept are died * all Images which 
* their Elders, who had the power of li- 
© miting what is lawful, and what is not 
" by the Law, ſhoald declare to be un- 
* lawful: But to think that their decla- 
* rations ought to bind Chriitians, were 
to imagine that Chriſtians ought to be 
Jews. And then a little after, de goes 
on. For Chriſtianity, ſaith be. having 
* put Idolatry to flight, which the Law 
* never pretended to do, it is not to be 
imagined, that the having of Images 
*can make a man take thoſe for God, 
* which they repreſent, ſo long as the be- 
lief of Chriſtianity is alive at the heart, 
For neither was it Idolatry, though it 
" were a breach of this Commandment, 
" for a Jew to have ſuch Images as were 
' forbidden by their Elders , not taking 
" that for God which they repreſented, 
% But what honour of Saints departed, 
vor what ſigus of that honour, Chriſtie 
"anity may require, what Furniture ot 
x Ceremonies the Churches of Chriſti- 
'ans, and the Publick Worſhip of God 

in them, may require, now all the world 
© profeſſes Chriſtianity, and muſt honoue 
; the Religion which they profeſs, this 
the Church is at freedom to determine 


by 
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*by the Word of God, expounded ac- 
* cording to the beſt agreement of Chri- 
* ftians. 

This is Mr. Thorndike's Diſcourſe, in 
which the Reader may obſerve, 

1, That to think the Declarations of the 
Jews ought to bind Chriſtians, were to ima- 
gine that Chriſtians ought to be Jews. 

2. That all things forbidden to the Jews 
by this Commandment , were Not 14s 
latry. 

3. That the Images which the Precept 
ſuppoſeth, were the Repreſentations of other, 
that is, falſe Gods, which his People were 
wont to worſhip (or Cod. 

4. That what Furniture (viz, of Images, 
the matter he there treats of ) or Cereme- 
nies the Publick Worſhip of God may requirt, 
& left to the Judgment of the Church to deter- 
mine. 

5. and laſtly, That the Oppoſition in this 
Point between Dr. St. and Mr. Thorndike, is 
not onely concerning the obligation of the 
Jews (as between Catholick Divine) but of 
Chriſtians alſo, in order to this Command- 
ment. So that ſome are of opinion, how- 
ever Dr. St. ſeem to direct his arrows againſt 
the Church of Rome, yet he meant at leaſt 
rebound to ſhoot them at Mr. Thorndike. A 
had he made it any part of his buſineſs to an- 


ſwer his Arguments, I might caſily — 
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been induc'd to have embrac'd their Opini- 
on, Bur thoſe remaining untouch'd, I cans 
not but look upon this Diſcourſe of that 
Learned Perſon, as a kind of Prophetical Con- 
futation in the year 1662, (when he printed 
that Book) of all which Dr. rage 
brings in 1671. for the proot of his Charge 
of Idalatry againſt the Church of Rome in the 
matter of Images. As for his new way of 
anſwering the Teſtimony I alledged of St. 
Auſtin's — (of the ſenſe of this Com- 
mandment) by asking me how I am ſure that 
it was his conſtant Judgment, 1 have at large 
refuted it in the Third Chapter, to Which! 
remit the Reader, 
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CHAP. X. 


What kind of Honour the Church gives to Haly 
Images, explained and the Docters mix. 
ing School- Diſputes with matters of Faith, 


ſhewn to be ſophiſtical, 


61, | & Clear the Doctrine and Pradtiſe 
of the Cathelick Church from 
his moſt Unjuſt Charge of 

Idolatry, I told the Reader, That the Honoar 

we give to the Sacred Images of Chriſt and bu 

Saints, was an inferiour or Relatrve Honour 

oxely, not Latria, the Worſhip due to God, but 

4 certain Honourary Worſhip, expreſſed by 400 

fing them, or putting off our Hats, or kneelimg 

before them : much like the Worlbip whith i gi- 
ven to the Chair of State, or the Reverence 
which e Moſes and Foſnra cave to the Ground, 
by putting off their Shoes, &c. That this was 

the meaning of the Council of 
of the Church, Nice, is con eiſed by Dr. Ficld 

J. 3. £.36. and Mr. Thorndike, as Fhave 

ſhewed p,124. And that the 

Council of Trent means no more, is maniteſt 

from the words of the Council telated above, 

Chap.2. as alſo for that Sc. 25. it refers us 


exprelly to the Council of Nice. Yet beczule 
t 
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the Doctor is reſolved to quarrel the diſ iii 
ion of Abſolute and Relative Wotſhip, that 
the Reader may ſce what is meant by it, 1 
ſhall deſite him to take notice, firſt, Thar 
Adoration or Worſhip being an Ad of the 
Will as the Will can love one thing for it 
lf, becauſe of the Perfection it is endow'd 
with, and another thing not for ir ſelf, bur 
purely for that others fete ro whom be- 
longs. So likewiſe i: 0117 A, or wor j".7 
thing, either for it ſe/f, that ot ſome 
ntrinſecal Excellency in the thing, ot wiich 
it deſerves Worſhip; and then it is ſaid to 
w#w/hip the thing abſolutely, becauſe ſor it 
Ell. Or it may worſhip it for another's ſake, 
that is, for ſome Excellency inthe Perfon to 
whom the ſaid thing hath a Relation or Wni- 
n and then it is faid to worſhip fuch a 
ting with a Relative or Inferionr Worlhip, 
decauſe purely for that Perſons fake. And 
decauſe IntelleFtual Beings are capable of ha- 
ing fome Excellency in theme ves, for 
which they deſerve to be worſhipped , as 
Virtue, Sanftity, Wiſdom, Power, &c. and In- 
ammate Berngs AC CoDuivic ot bearing 4 Ree 
lation to a Pe: lon endowed with ſuch Excel- 
kncies, it f-+!lows that as Latellecinal Brings 
may have Alete Worſhip given to them; 
bluenimate Things telating to them, may 
or their ſakes have a Relative Re ſpect. or 
Hononrary CA doration given to them y and 
N that 
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that ſo ſar from being #»juriews to the Pet ſon 
to whom thcy belong, that it would be 
look d upon as a diſreſpett and affrent, it in 
due circumſtances it were not done. Such 
a kind of Relative Worſhip it is we a ſſum to 
be due, and to be given to the Images of Chrif 
and his Saints, when we them, or put 
off our Hats be ſote them. Secondly, I muſt 
deſire him to obſerve (as Mr, 
Thorndike dot; very Well) chat 
the words Adoration, Wer ſen, 
Reſpcdt, Rewerence, er hew,cover 
Tru tranſlate the Late word Cultus, ot 

or may be in deſpite of onr 9 equivocal; 
that is, lumetimes they may ſigniſie one kind 
of honour, and ſometimes at other: Some: 
times that which belongs to C, and ſomes 
times that which belongs to the Creaturt. 
And the cauſe of this equivocation, he laith, x, 
the want of word vulgar uſe not having pro- 
tided words properly to ſiguiſte conceptions 
lich came not from common ſenſe, And irom 
this quivoc ation in the VV ords Adoration, 
Worſhip, &c. the greateſt part of the Dit 
ficulties which occur in this, take their tile. 
Now when the Doctor ſhould ſer himſelf l 
riouſly to conſute the aforeſaid Explicaton, 
he puts his Reader into a fit of laughing 
with a Drolliſhß Parallel, p. 100. that to give 
this In{eriour and 2 kind oft Worth 1 
to the Image of Chriſt, chat is, to hon out ad 
tert⸗ 
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reverence it for his ſake, is juſt as if an un- 
chaſte Wife ſhould plead in her excuſe to her 
Hurband, that the perſon ſhe was too kind with, 
04s extreamly like him, and a near friend of 
bis, and that it was out of reſpect to him that 
he gave him the honour of bs Bed. But to 
lay open the wnparallel 4 tondnels of this 
Compariſon, there needs no more than to 
zppcal to any married man for his Opinion 
in the cale, viz: Whether he think it a mat- 
ter of like Reſentment to find his Wife kif- 
ing his Pidare as it hangs at her Breaſt, as 
to ſurp: ize her in Bed with 2 Friend of his, 
though never ſo like him? Some things 
done out of rc ſpect are very well taken, and 
cannot in reaſon be otherwiſe, by the Perſon 
for whole ſake the te ſpect is given z of this 
kind I take the wearing of her Husbands Pri- 
fare to be in a Wie, or her bci ng kind 
[though not too kind) to his Friend for his 
ſike. But others there are, which would 
be very taken, though pretended to be 
done with never ſo mucti reſpect : And ot 
as kind I ſu ppoſe it would be, ro gw e 
Honour of her Hubands Bed to another, 
though never fo like him. No man ſurely 
well in his Senſes, can look upon the ſe t 
with an equal Concern, And yet it he 
Doctor will make his Compariſon hold 
good, he muſt prove the whole ſtate ot mar+ 
ried Mankind do, ot engt to do ſu: At laft 
N 32 10 
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to infer any thing againſt us, he muſt ſhew 
it not poſſible to g. ve any Honour or ! eſpect 
(even inmeriou: ) to the Image of Chi for 
his ſake, For it this bi po! ible, it Wiil fol- 
low, that as in a Chaite Wife it is a laud- 
able expreſſion of the Honour and & p ſhe 
bears her Hacband. to kils his Pitture, of 
Wcar it ncar her H-art ; Sour wi! 5cno les 
in a Chriſtian towards Chriſt, togive an He 
our ar” Reſp? 01S Imare e hu lake. God 
indeed hath declared lumſcit, ns he Door 
ſaith particularly 1 {419 9 75 hi Hosen in | "ys 
— dment, that he will not te bus Cie 
to another, but hath reſ rve: i al Dr: ane Wire 
ſhip as peculiar ro bim[elf but where hath ne 
declarcd that we may not e ſtitie the giving 
Him Divine Nu ſhip by kiſſing his Image, or 


thc Books of the H. Golpels, or other things 
relatin g to Him? The Ob) cet of Takes £15 


a Rival, or what hath relation to, Or #408 
with him ; not what may ſerve to exprels 
Affection and Reſpect to the Perſon who 
og to be loved: And therefore a Jealew 
Husband will neither permit his W ite 19 
admit his Rival into her Company, nor bs 
Piftare into her Clolet ; yet never thinks lict 
an Adultere tor carrying his own in her 0. 
ſum. The Images which the Precept laps 
polct! h, were as Mr. Thorndike ſaith, the He- 
preſentations of other Gods, which bis people 
were wont to commit Idelatry with, And t 


— 
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Doctor, though in the Reply I challeng'd him 
to doit, neither hath nor ca" produce a ny 
Prohibition of giving to the /mares of © ri 
nd his Saints a relatrveReſpett o- Voip 
for his ſake. And incaſe he could, yet tnat 
hope would prove it no mute to be [do/atry 
na Chriſtian to kiſs,for example, che nge 
of Chriſt crucified, than it would d- Adulie- 
„ in a Wiſe out of reſpect to her Husbard, 
(though he ſhould forbid it) ro kiſs bis Pi- 
dure. Diſobedience there might be incither 
cale, but 1dolatry or Adultery in nei- 
mer. 

je 2. Having prepared his Reader with 
ſo jeff a Compariſon, and told him by the 
by, of the diſtinction of Abſs. witly and Rear 

wely being very ſubtilly applied in Scorliud 
to laying the Lords Prayer to 4 Saint, Winch 
n reality needed no ſuch diſtinction, as bg» 
titying no more, than ſ:ying the Fat Nei er 
to God, with an intention directed to (i ch or 
ſach a Sanin H tO deſite him to become * 757 
Prinioner wich us for witat we beg in it v He 
wonders, in the next place, (p. 10 1.) wry 
nuch or ick at any kind of Wo or ſor to be done 
is Imares, * were he of or mind, 
be ſbow'd as little ſcraple offering ut the Hoſt to 
a Image, 4s ſaying hi prayers to it, 4 1 be 
doubts not to come off with the ſame diſſ incl ion 
For if I do it, fait th he, to God abſolutely and 
for himſelf, and to the Image onely tmproper'y 
N 3 and 
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and relatively, wherein am I to blame ? Thijs 
is his Diſcourſe, and the Reader may ob- 
ſerve in it, 1. That he hath not read, or at 
leaſt rakes no notice, that the — in the 
ordinary Catholick Catechiſm, to the Queſti- 
on, Whether we may pray toIm ges 182 
down- right No, by no means: and that the 
Council ot Trent Sciſ. 25. hath declared that 
we are not to ark any thing of an lmage.Le: the 
Reader judge whether this were 1gnorance 
or no. 2. That he cannot contain himſclt 
any where within bounds of Mediocrity, but 
mult always run into extreams, which fide 
ſoever he take. He cannot be a Church of 
England. man, but with the Presbyterians he 
muſt deny Fpiſcopacy to be of Devine Right, 
and any honowr to be duc to the Euchariſt or 
Altar, &c. Neither will he be a Papiſt with- 
out offering up the Hoſt and ſaying his prayers to 
an Image. So that if He become a Treſclyt, 
He cannot content Himſclt with the Commoes 
Idolatry of the Pa piſts, in killing or putting 
off th icir Hats to the Images of Chrif, but 
will nceds make Himſelt twice a greater Idi 
later than they arc. How much He would 
be to blame in lo doing, He will berrer un- 
derſtand when He is become a Profelzte. In 
the mean time it may ſuffice Him to know, 
that the Church of God hath no ſuch cuſtom : 
for however the material action of Sact- 
fice may be done for ſeveral cnds and inten- 
tions; 
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tions ; yet when it proceeds from an in- 
tention ro proſeſs a total ſuomi hon C. aur 
ſelves to God, as the Suprcam Anthor of 
Life and Death, (which gives it the formalir, 
of a Sacrifice) it is uſed and taken by the 
pablick Uſe and Cu ſl ou of the Church, tor an 
acknowledgement of the abſolute 17+, j14p due 
to God, and not of Relative to an Image: and 
that more eſpecially in offecing up ne Hoff, 
that is, the Body and Blood of Chr:ift, riie reg 
Chriſtian Sacrifice, the Nature and Iignity 
whereof requireth that it be offered to God 
alone. As tor the Rule of 

. Baſil, upon which he S. Baſe (i. de 
would ground his Practiſe Spirits ſanto, 
(and which I quoted very cap. 18. 
lncercly, though he craf- 

tily infinuate the contrary to the Reader) 
Viz, That the Worſhip of the Image is carried 
te the Prototype ; Mr. Thorndike hath told 
tim very well, that what Signs of Honour 
& Ceremonies the Public Wor ſoip of God may 
require, the Church is at freedom to determin x 
and ſo oacly ſuch expretſions of Honour ate 
to be given to [mares as the Church alluws, 
What therefore I ſhould adviſe him, were 
I worthy, and would he be of our mind, 
ſhould be to lay aſide what 

the Apoſtle cal's languifhing I 7:1. Vi. 4 
abou: Queſtions and ſtrife of 

Wards, and (as a Mudern Author phraſes 
N 4 it) 


(184 ) 

. to uſe EFceleſaſtical good manners to the 
. Im, es 6350 Chriit anc? | 1 1% Sams, and jay 
n pr aye1 + and effer Sacr;fice (as other Caths- 
licks do) to Goc elunc. it is Duty and Di- 
cretion in things e cannot unacr ſtand, to ſul. 
low the Apoſtle“s Rule, Sapere ad ſobrirts- 
em, to be wilc unto ſobriety, But it is v0 
leſs than snſolency and madnef 
S. Aug. Ep. and that in the higheſt degree, 
118. faith St. LAuſtin , to diſpute 
wh: they that be to be done er ne, 
which is prattiſed by the whole Church throwrh 
the World, as this Cuſtom of giving an Hr 
nourary Reſpect to the Images Of Chriſt and his 
Sams, hath been conſeſſedly for many hun- 

dieds of years. 
$. 3. Bu: bctore the Doctor can or will 


become a pctiect Proſelyte of the Church of 

Rome, he defircs ſeriouſly (it ſeems he was bi t 
(is I ovels d) in a fit of Drolling before) 6 
know of me, whether any N or ſhip doth at 41 
belong to the Imane, or no ? Becauſe, ſaith he, 
of t here be any Wor; h, due ( the Conncil of 
Trent e ＋ fo the In dee, either it i 


thu [ame that w given to the Fretetype, or d. 
fin eo fr 0m it, I it be the [ame , then prefer 
Divine Wor bb: Pp uw orven io the Image- If ar 
find then the Image T worſhipped with Drome 
* or (erp for it ſelf, and not relatively, as 1 
men have it. And was it not ſubtilly done 
to tell us, that it the Worſhip given te an 

Imaze 
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Image be diſlinit from that which is given to the 
Prototype, (God) then the Image is worſhipped 
with Divine Worſhip for it ſelf * The words 
had been more expref, but the ſenſe had 
been the ſame, had he laid: If an Image be not 
worſhipped with Divine Worſhip, then i « 
worſhipped with Divine Worſhip : tor the 
Worſhip due to God, is Divine Worſhip, and 
that which is diffind from it, is not Divine 
Worſhip. So hard a thing it is {or ono, who 
nends miſchief, ro mcddic with ſ ch edge- 
tools as School · diftinitions ate, ard not cut 


his own fingers. And this is r e firſt 
time my Adverſary hatu done fo, However 
he will not lay tlicm down vct + it be 

i. e. the e Wort 13% tht, 


mine, becanſe ihe Crecture is equally worſhipped 
t { : and it the latter, oo 

gilt, thee is oppu2::ed by P.1 2,107 
2 gucr PL ö 28 , 
tries tes, aud of as ſcarcleng a Wit as Rellar- 
Will) 0 4 cer fan wind 0 Fester ties or Ids+ 
ary. becaule e Af erer: lth [ubmiion ſs 


4 [animate 7 ere. Freon hence he 6 
fades that it w in mers choice what fort of Ido- 
liiry they will commit! n w H Imazes, but 
uwuther way can they aveid its Ard here 
it is he thinks he hat! proc us fore, and 
ret will not give us leave to ci ent upon 
umſcit and his Partizans tor their in ſincere 


and 
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and ſophiſtical mixing the Dyſputes and Nice- 
ties of the Schools with the Doctrine of the 
Church. But how little the Faith and Pro 
iſe of the Charch is concerned in them, ] 
ſhall let the Reader ſce by a Parallcl cxam- 
ple in a patlage relating tw Civil Worſhip, A 
Gentleman at Court paſſing through the 
Guard-Chamber, ſaw a Countrey mas there 
engaged in a Diſpute with three or four &f 
the Tcomen, The Clown, it ſeems, would 
have gone into the Preſence cover'd. They 
pull'd him back, and told him when he went 
into that Room, he muſt pull oft his Her, 
He asked them very pertly, To whom, or to 
what, for he ſaw nothing but a Chair and 1 
Canopy ? They told him, It was the Kings 
Chair of State, and he muſt do it to the Char 
out of te ſpect to the Kine, The Countey 
man here (perhaps he had read Dr. St. 
Argument, or heard him preach it, for ſuch 
kind of pic ching hath been the ground o 
that part of Ae ri bezan with a ſcr ion; 
countenance to demand of them, wactier 
any M orſhip at all were duc to the Chu or 
no ? For his part, he was a Loyal Suojett o 
His Majcſtics, and had rcally a ſctuple i 
the calc. For it any Worſhip were duc to 
it, it was cither the ſame which is given to 
the Kins, or diſtin? from it. It rhc ſame, 
then proper Regal Worſhip would be given to 
ſomething beiide the 4 "ng Which were Tres 
jo 
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ws todo, If Aiſtindꝭ then the Chair would 
—— 9 with Regal Honowr for it ſelf, 
and not relatively, which were for a mas to 
ſubmit himſelf to a piece of Wood And he 
had ſo much cſtcem for his Manhood, that 
he would not debaſe it ſo tar, for all their 
Halbards. Here the Teomen of the Guard 
did him leave his quibblang, and do his duty 
which he refuſing to do, unleſs they would 
ſatisfie his ſcruple, they took lim by the 
ſhoulders and thruſt him ou of doors. The 
pallage no doubt was pleaſazt, but withal ſo 
perallel to the Dot#ors procecding in this 
matter, that I cannot but ſerio»ſſy deſire to 
know of him, whether he judge it a ſuſſici- 
ext excuſe for the Clown not to pur off 
his Har, becauſe he did not, or would not 
underſtand what lind of Worſhip was due 
tothe Chair. Or, (to put the example ina 
thing relating to the Worſhip of God, of 
which I ſhall ſpeak more inthe next Chap- 
ter) whether Moles and Foſne might have 
refuſed to have put off their Shocs in reve» 
rence to the Ground where they ſtood, till 
they had firſt been ſatisfhicd, whether it were 
the ſame Worthip they gave to God, or 4. 
findt from it ? That they did lawfully teſftifie 
their Reverence towards the Ground, is aſlirm- 
ed by himſelt, p.105. and if they were not 
retarded from doing it by the Doctors Di- 
mma, ro more ought Chriſtians from teſti - 
ſying 
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fving their Reverence to the Images of Chyif 
and his Saints, Let Plato and CAriftorl 
with their followers wrangle as much as they 
will bon the menner how We come to ſee; 
the former contending thai it cannot be done 
by ne Ohjechs uniting it ſelf with the yes 
ene latte: aflerting as ſtrongly, that it canng 
be done by the Fye's ſending torth Rays to the 
objet: Muſt we therefore ſtand ſtill with 
our Eyes ſhut, till it be agreed between them 
by which of the two ways we are to ſee ? At 
this rate we mult neither ſee, nor hear, nor 
feel, nor move, till ir be accorded between 
Philoſophers how theſe Operations are per- 
formed, which will be never. Let the School. 
men then diſpute as much as they pleaſe 2. 
bout the manner how Honour is given to un 
Image, yet honeſt Nature will teach us to do 
it for his ſake whois repreſented by it, with 
as much ſecurity, and as little danger of et- 
ring, as any of the aforclaid Opcrations. 
What the Conncls declare in this matter 
(and to them it is the Doctor himlelt conſeſſes 
p.209. that we muit appeal for the Churches 
ſenſe) is that we are not to give Latria, the 
Wot ſhip due onely 10 God, but a henourary 
Re ſpect or Adoration to Holy Images, as to 
the Books of Holy Scriptures and other 
things belonging to God, 


1.4 This 
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$.4. This is what the Church requireth 
of her Children to believe, and this is all 
that a Catholick Controverti# is bound to 
ſpeak to. Not do the Arguments the Do- 
dot brings in reality deſerve to be anſwered 
otherwiſe than Zeno's Arguments againſt 
Motion were anſwered by Diogenes. For 
Zeus proves every jot as ſubtilly that a man 
cannot move an inch without breaking his 
neck, as the Doctor doth that we cannot 
honour the Image of Chriſt without falling 
inzo Idelatry, Nevertheleſs I ſhall yicld fo 
far to the Doors importunity, (becaule 
2 to be ſerious) as to return an 
Anſwer to his Captious Demand, Whe- 
ther the Worſhip grven to the Image be the 
lame that is FIven to the Prototype, or diſtin 
um u And I am the rather induced to do 
R. im St. Them as his way , who bolds that 
the ſame Reverence is gte to Chriſt and to his 
Image: becauſe I find my Advctlaty himſelt 
(in caſe any Honour or Veneration be due to 
the Image, as the Council affirms there is) 
5.79. very well inclin'd to allow of St. Tho- 
ns his Reaſon for it, becauſe, as the (aid 
&. Thomas well obſerves (ſaith Dr. Sc.) the 
mation of the Soul towar ds an Image, 41 11 , an 
Image, is the [ame with that which is tower ds 
the thing repreſented by it. M hen therefore 
be objects, that if it be the ſame, then propre 
Druize Worſhip w gen to the Imave, 1 nf 
the 
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the Conſequence, — although it be the 
ſame as to the ſubſtance of the Act, yet it 
falls upon the Image after an lnferiour man- 
ner, as a thing relating to God, and purely 
for his ſake, Hence it is, that St. Thomas his 
toliowers diſtinguiſh in the ſame Act of 
Worthip a double notion; the One of Abſe 
lute Latria, as it trends to God Himſelf; the 
other of Relative Latria, as it reflects upon 
the Image for his ſake. Now to help the 
Fancy in ſo nice a Speculation, ſome inſtar- 
ces are uſed of other Ad, which tend to di- 
ferent Terms or Objects relating to one ano- 
ther ʒ which though not in all things parale!, 
yet ſerve to ſhow how the ſame 1ndivilible 
Act may include different habreudes or re 
ſets, the one inferiour to the other. Is it 
not an Act of Chriſtian Charity to help out 
Neighbours Horſe or his Af out of a ditch, 
and yet if we conſider the A as precilely 
tending to telieve the Horſe, it is not Charity, 
but an inferiour kind of love, (it we may to 
call it) or rather compaſſion of the Beaſt? 
And do not the Saints in Heaven ſee God and 
= Creatures by the ſame Act of Bestie 

Viſion, and yet the Af as conſidered preciſe- 
ly in order to the Creatures, is not Beatifical, 
but of an inſeriour kind to it felf, as term 
nated upon the Eſſence of God ? In like ma- 
ner ſay theſe Drvines , although the Act or 


motion of the Soul be the ſame to the Fre- 
torype 
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tarype and the Image: and as terminated ups 
on the Prototype, it be Abſolute Latriay yet 
25 it falls preciſely upon the Image, it is 
got fo, but a Relative or infertour Venera- 
tion tor the Prototype's lake. As for what 
te urges out of Bellarmin 
wainkt ics being thc ſame 
becauſe it x , ſaith rhe 
Deltor, of the nature of Latria (Bellarmin 
ſaith true Latria) to be given for it ſelf. It 
s evident Bellarmin takes the word Latris 
o ſigniſie onely that Worſhip which is gi- 
ven to Soveraign Excellency tor it (elf ; 
whrreas Saint Thomas and his Fol- 
lowers qualitic it with the addition of Rela- 
we, Which is of a diminiſhing nature, to 
fznifie that the Worſhip is given to the 
Image by the ſame Act, but after an infers- 
wr manner tor the Prototype's ſake. So that 
the whole diſpute in eſtect is rather de modo 
lquends, of the manner of ſpeaking, than of 
the thing it felt. For Beſ/armin h im- 

ell in the precedent Chapter Cp. 23. 
maintaineth cxpreſly, that the 

Imaze may be worſhipped with the ſame ur- 
ſep as the Prototype 3 For, ſaith he, he that 
adereth a Perſon, adoreth alſo all ſuch 11 "gs 
# are united to him 3 as he that adoriih the 
Ving in his Garment, adoreth together with him 
bs Garment alſo. And whereas the Imace is 
Wnctrved at the ſame time as wnited with the 
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prototype which is adored, it followeth that the 
Image it ſelf is adored but per accidens, ſuth 
he, becauſe it is neither the perſon adored, no 
the reaſon of adering, but a thing conjoyned to 
the Perſon who is adored. 

Thus much to the Doctors Queſtion in a 
Point belonging to the Schools, and not at all 
to Faiths tor although neither St. Thomas, 
not Bellarmin, nor Vaſque; nor any other 
Schoolman, bad ever diſputed, Whether Wor- 
ſhip be given to the Image by the ſame Alt by 
which it is given to the Prototype, or a diſtinft 
one, yet Ciriſtians would have underftood 
well enough by the Churches declaration, 
that they ate not to give the Worſhip due only 
to God, to an Image, but onely a Honourary 
Reſpect or Veneration tor his lake, as to other 
Holy things. Whether the Doctor will be 
ſatished with what I have ſaid to one ſide of 
his Dilemma, I cannot tell; but I ſhall give 
him occaſion in the next Chapter, it he 
pleaſe, to ſpeak to both; at leaſt I expect he 
ſhould uſe the ſame candor with me, that! 
have done with him, to let me know which 
Side he will take, for one he muſt, 
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CHAP. XI. 


of the Inſtances brow? 7ht to explicate the naturs 
of the Honour given to Images, from the 
like Reverence given to the Chair of State, 
to the Ground, tothe CArk, to the Name of 
FESUS, &c. The weakneſs of the Doctors 
Evaſions latd open, and his own Arguments 
return d upon lum. 


Frer I had in my Reply declar'd what 
kind of Hononr it is which Catho- 
licks give to the Images of Chrif 

and his Saints, I added, as a farther Expli- 
cnion of it, that it was mach like the Honour 
erven to the Chair of State, or the Kings Pi- 
it: we. Or his Gaymenty or to come nearer to the 
ſubjett ſuch as was given to the Ground by Mo- 
ſes and Foſne's putting off their Shoes; to Gods 
Feat ſtool, by the Jews adoring or falling down 
before it: and by Proteſtants themſel ves to the 
Name of JES s, to the Euchariſt and the 
Aar. By theſe Inſtances, he lays, I thought 
fu eſcate what 1 thought was, that I had ex- 
plicated clearly enou fly by them the 1— 
P, if of the honour we give to Images: bur h 
much he finds himſelf entan led in them, = 
bow fore they pinch him on cvery fide, whilft 
they 
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they force him to ſay and wnſayy to ſhuffle, 
and ſhift, and make uſe of all his little Arti- 
fices, to free himſelf, but in vain, will appear 
from the Examination of the ſeveral Evaſ⸗- 
ons, rather than Anſwers, he gives to them. 


6.1. For the honour given to the Chair of 
State, (and we may ſuppoſe he means the 
ſame of the Kings Picture and Garment) he 
ſays, that our diſbute ic not concerning Civil 
Worſhip, but Divine. And bete, in the fir 
= he impoſes upon his Reader, for the 
iſpute between Catholicks and Proteſtants, 
is not whether Divine Worſhip may be g. 
ven to Images, for that they acknowledge to 
be due to God alone, but whether they may 
not give an 1nſeriour or honourary reſpect and 
veneration to them for his ſake ? This I laid 
was much like the honour given to the Chan 
of State; that is, as we honour the Chair for 
the Kings lake, and yet do not give the ſame 
Regal honour to the Chair, as tothe King ; bv 
in like manner we honour Chriſts Picture ot 
Imaze, and yet give not the ſame Divine ho- 
vour to the Im me as to Himſelt, but an e- 
riour Reſpect and Reverence, as hath been # 
bove de clared. The Compariſo: then yon 
e is onely about the way or manner of 2 21 
ving Honour, which may be the ſame t »Ged 
and 1 the Kiny, although the Honour lor ven 


be very dittetent; and therefore for the Do- 
cor 
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for to tell his Reader, that the inftance was 
i a matter of Civil Worſhip, is juſt, as if 
when St. Anti» to petſwade 
his friend Honoratus to be- TI. de utilit. 
licve the Myſteries of Re- Cred. 
gion without eine them, 
becauſe he did the ite in many things in or- 
der to this preſent Liſe, he ſhould have a 
ſwered him, that he miſtook the caſe, for 
their diſpute was not about Humane Faith 3 
which is one of thoſe Anſwers the Adage 
terms «'#p#8/1frv7z, nothing to the pur- 
poſe. But though he lay cr diſpute is not 
concerning Civil 'Worſh, 7. yet tis obſerxable, 
he docs not tell us clearly, whether he hold 
it lawful tu give any ſuc b wWerſhip to the Chair 

or no, If he do not, 1 grant he — 
conformable to his own Princi pies againſt 
the Worſhip of Images, and fo leave him 
o diſpute jt with the Guards If he Jo, th 
Countrey-man (ol whom I ſpake in the pte- 
cedent Chapter) lets upon him with his own 
Argument ; that either the! encur he gives to 
the Chair, is the lum: with that wi: - he orves 
» the King. or diftinit from it. t be rhe 
ſame, they prop: ir Regal Wer 17 5 is 74 * m toth 
Chair, If diſt: mnt then the c hair 1 wo pr ſhip- 
fed with Regal Worſhip * it ſelf, Sec, at id it 
s in his ct hoice to take which part of the 
Diiemma likes him beſt. But to prels the 
Istance yet cloſer : If he, do acknowledge 
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that Civil Honour is given to the Chair of 
State, let him give a ſuſſicient Reaſon, why a 
like proj ortionable Reverence (call it by what 
Namie you will) may not be given to the 
Imaze of Chrift, This will be to ſpeak to 
the | purpolc, but that was not his Intention, 
and there lotre he flics for tetuge to a frivo- 
lous ſuppoſition N that I wonld not ſay that 
were any honour to the King, incaſe he had ab- 
ſolutely forbidden it, as we have proved, (ith 
he, God hath done in the caſe of Images, As 
for that pretty ſelf- demyine Ordinance of 1 
Prince's forbidding any Reverence to be uh 
ven to his Picture or C hair of State, (which 
perhaps the Doctor thinks very tit ſhould 
be enacted in 13 to What God (he 
faith) h ITCH) forbid den IN the ſcco 10 * 341 of 
mandment) were 1! , (av, ct acted, I gran 
as formerly that to difubcy it wou! 
diſhonout the King, as the difo! 
other Law would et bur th 
bur the Act ;ntrinkecaily and of 
ture would be an Act of Reb 
King ; for, Hor, as the Phiſ 
in 5607 4; e, Honour teſides int 
ud tor any Comm. 
1 the — 0 
it ] have ſhown that. 
;s Part _ to be in N 
T\ relpect nne e 8 yet tic {17 1S*a107 
Ol te rue IFT0657 478 1 [| thai dee 
110 
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0:0 Obſervation more upon that ſnbjc> : 
andiris this, that the Compulers of the 39 
Articles (in which is contatned the Do- 
dine of the Church of Enzland) ſuſſiciently 
inſinuate they could find no ſuch Command, 
when they rejected the Adors- 
tion of Images, not as Idolatty Art. 22. 
s the Doctor doth) but onc- 
y as a fond thing, vainly invented; not 4s ee 
jurnant to the plain words of Scripture, (as 
they profeſs very roundly, chough without 
ground, when they come to 
peak of Tranſabftantiation) but At. 28. 
25 being rather repugnant to the 
Word of God, which qualification of theirs 
plainly gives us town derſtand, that racy had 
done their endeavours to find a Command, 
but could mect with none; for had they 
made any ſuch diſcovery either in the Se- 
und Commandment, or elſcwhere in the Word 
of God, they would not have ſpared to tell 
2s of ir, and have cry'd it dowir tor flat I da- 
ur, as the Doctor docs. In the mean time 
It 1s pleaſant to fre, what Vencration this 
Champion of the Chucich of England hath 
cet tor the Compilers of thoſe Articles, or 
for the Articles themſelves, when what they 
all onely a fond thing, 4 vain Invention , he 
condemns as 14olatry , moſt damnable Ido- 
latry ; and eAagiſterially declares it to be 
expreſly prohibited in the ſecond Command - 
Q 3 ment 3 
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ment ; When they aſter the bell enquiry they 
con HA make, pronoun on, ly Problematica wy 
that in ter Judgment. they thought it to 
be rather repurnant to the Word of God, than 
conformable tit. So much docs a Priomy 
upon a Giant's Shoulders (the modeſt Em 
blem of Novel Wits) ſce farther than the 
Giant himſelf, upon u hoſe Neck he ptt ſum- 
pravully ſets his feet. 

5. 3, The ſecond Inftance was of the Re. 
virence which Goa commanded Moſes and Foſut 

prey: to the Ge { whereon they ſlood, by put» 
MLL off F their ſhoes ber 4 eit was Holy. Als 
tet a ſhort 7 101 _ the | [or mer errone 
ous Ground, viz, that he thinks there u ſome 
little difference between what God bath com- 
manded, and what he hath forbidden, p. 105, 
Alter this ſhort deſcam | lay, and ie Note 
in it above EIA, that there is 4s plain 4 Preh 
bition 47 ranſ! 3 7 honour to the Imart 7 
Chrift, 45 in the L 
„r. 478 EXPIOR Commuaaitd 7 
(Als for the Cempi!: 
that cy could 01 [ 
gives Glery to Cod, and tells ns, that rhe ** 
cial priſe ce & appear ance o God at th} land1h: 
« place to ſo I. ch dtgęree, that we may unf 
ly teſti fie our Peverence towards it. Whowi 
no: here admire the force of Truth, which 
Alter long ſtanding out, makes all her Adver- 
fari cs ſubmit to ler power 7 What could 

tc 
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tne Door have ſaid ſo much to the ruine of 
his own Caule, and the e#abliſhing of ours, 
as to confeſs that Moſes and Foſne might 
and did lawfully teftifie their Reverence to- 
wards the Ground ? I can caſily believe his 
Paſſion blinded him fo far, that he did not 
foreſee the Darts he threw fo ſpitefully a- 
gainſt the Images of Chriſt, would recoil 
(as they do) with double force upon his 
own head. For a ſubtil Logician like him- 
(elf, would ask him here, whether % Re- 
verence he ſpeaks of, were Abſolute or Rela- 
tive, that is, were teſtified to the Ground 
for it ſelf, or mectly for God's ſake who ap- 
peared there preſent ? His Anſwer, I doubr 
not, would be, that it was pot tothe Ground 
for it ſelf, but meerly out of reſbedF to God. 
And what would his oppoſer do here, but fitſt 
turn his ewn Compariſon upon him, p.100, 
that this was juſt as if an nnchaſte Wife ſhould 
plead in her excuſe to her Husband, that the 
Perſon ſhe was too kind with, ws a near Friend 
of his, and that it was out of rep to him, (he 
rave him the honour of his Bed And then 
make a grave application upon ir, as the Do- 
Gor docs, That if ſuch an excuſe will not be 
talen by a Fealous Hausband, how much lefs will 
ſech like pretences avail with that God who 
bath declared himſelf particularly jealous of his 
bonour, and that he will not give hu Giory to 
another, but hath reſe ved all Divine Worſhip 
0 4 * 
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as proper to himſelf, and no ſuch fond excuſes 
of relative and inferiour Worſhip will ſerve, 
when they encroach wpon his Pregrogative ? 
Neither would this ſubtil DriPutant be con- 
tent to ſtop here, but would farther adde, 
that for hu part he cculd ſee no reaſon, twhy 
had he been in Aoſes and Joſue's place, but 
be might with as little ſcrupie have offered (+ 

rifice to the Ground, as put off his ſhoes to it, 
And he ſhould think himſeif hardly dealt with, 
if he did not come off with the ſame diſlinition, 
For if he did it to God abſolutely, and for hin- 
ſelf, and to the Gronnd onely improperly and 
rel:troely, wherein were he to blame, in the 
Dottors Principles? Let him deal as he 
pleaſes with this Perfonated Sofa, 

For my own part, (to purſac his Method 
of arguing a little farther, that the Reader 
may Le whether it leads) / de ſire ſcrionfly to 

know of him whether any Renverence 
P. 102, was due to the Creund or no? If 

none at a! to what end did they fat 
off their ſhocs, which if the Ground las hc lauth 
ot Image,) had any ſenſe in it, mond think was 
done to it? Why was there an expreſs 
Command to require it f And why doth the 
Doctor himſelf determine that they might law- 
fully teftifie their Reverence towar ds the Ground 
becauſe it was ſanitified or Holy, if none were 
due? If tlere were any due, whether it were the 


ſame which was given to Cod, or diflinit from 
af 
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it ? If it were the ſame, then proper Diving 
Worſhip was given to the Ground'y, if diſtincꝭ, 
then the Ground was wor ſhippe { with Divine 
Worſhip for it ſelf, and not relatively, Again, 
either it was Divine Worſhip, or an Inferis 
wr Worſh' p diſtin from it. If ie Were 
Divine W orſhip, t then the Argument he ure 
ges out of Beſlarmin, (p. 103. ) returns upon 
him, that it is the nature of Drvine We orſhip 
ty be given for it ſelf 3 and therefore if it were 
even to the Ground, the Creature was equally 
ww ſhipped w:th God, which cert. unly was 1 10+ 
latry. It it were not Divine, but an aferi- 
w Worſhip, diſtinct from that which is 
given to God, then aſquez, a man of oreat 
Reputation too, and of as [ex rching 4 It 
* comes up him, that he that ſo 

ve! it, incurs the crime of 1dolatry, becauſe he 
txpreſſ th his ſubmiſſion to a meer inaninate 
tung, " at hath no kind of exccllency to de- 
ve it from em. do that vu P mm the whole, 
what follows in Doctor St. s Logick is, that 
it was in Meſes and Foſue's choice what ſort 
of Idolatry they would commit, when they teiti- 
bed their Reverence to the Ground, but in nei- 
ther way could they avoid it. I cannot expect 
de will fer much by the Authority of Bellar- 
min and Vaſque7, 1 but what I expect and in 
jaſtice may exact from him, is, that he will 
an{wer their Reaſons, at leaſt one of them, 
if he embrace the other ; or elſe give a ſuth- 
cient 
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cient reaſon himſelf why this manner of ar 
guing is abſurd againſt the Reverence he 
conſeſſes due to the Ground, and not againſt 
the Reverence we ailert to be due to Hel 
Images. It he fly to the old ſhift, of an ex- 
preſs Command for the one, and a pretended 
Prohibition tor the other, no relief is to be 
had from thence g for beſides his giving Geds 
ſpecial preſence here as a ſecond and diſtin& 
rcalon why they might lawfully teſtific their 
Reverence towards the Ground, whether there 
were any Command or no 3 yet taking in the 
Command, the Argument hath till the ſame 
force as before. For eithet the Reverence they 
were commanded to teſtifie towara's the Ground, 
becauſe it was Holy, was the ſame which they 
gave to God, or diſtinit fam it. If the ſame, 
then proper Divine Worſhip was given to the 
Ground by Gods Command If diſtin, then 
the Ground was worſhipped with Drvine Worſhip 
for it ſelf. Both Idelury in their own #4: 
ture according to his Principles : And conle- 
quently it is now in lus choice, whether be 
will blame Moſes and Foſue for committing, 
or God tor commanding them to commit 
Idolatry, It it were Idolatry in the nature 
of the thing to put off their ſhoe; in reverence 
to the Ground, God's Cemmand could not 
make it to be otherwilſs, And 1t it were 
not Idolatry in it ſelf, neither is it to give 8 
like honour to the Imaze of Cirift. From 

whence 
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whence it follows to the utter ruine of all 
he hath argued from his pretend: d Probibition, 
that as no Command of God can make that to 
be not Idolatry, which is ſo in the nature of 
the thing; ſo no Prohibition (it there were 
ay) could make that to be 1dolatry, which 
hath not in it the true and real nature of 
Idelatry, Here the Ax is laid to the Root, 
and it ever the Doctor will ſpeak home to 
the pur poſe, it muſt be upon this point. He 
mult ſpeak to the nature of the thing, and not 
ſtand pointing at the Sky, as Pole did, to 
perſwade the World he ſees a fiery Dragon, 
and that all are blind who ſee it not, when 
there is nothing but pure Air. What he 
faintly ſaggeſis at preſent, as ſome little dit- 
ference between the caſe of giving reverence 
to the Ground, a: 4 that of giving the like 
to Images, Viz. that God was "preſent in the 
place by a ſpecial appearance, but 1s not ſo in 
Images, is (to uſe his own Compariſon, that 
te may ſee how fit it was to the matrer he 
pplied it) juſt a5 if an unc haſle Wife ſhould 
plead in her excuſe to her Husband for giving & 
Friend of his the honour of his Bed, that ſhe 
did it not when he was abſent, but to tell ifie her 
greater reſpett to him, at a time when he was 
nap wy + preſent : and can any one think 
but that [ſuch an excuſe as this wenld be taken 
by a Jealows Hurband t He adds tor a farther 
difference, that the Reverence then requir'd, 
was 
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was not kiſſing the Ground, or boweng to it much 
lf praying | to it, but onely putting off their ſhoes, 
And 1 wonder wha Edition of the Council et 
Trent he makes uſc of, to ground this calum- 
ny of praying to Images, ſu often repeated by 
him lor in all thoſe printed in Catholick Coun- 
fries, We are told WC ate not ts ak any thus of 
them : and I wonder no leſs by what Rule he 
makcs putting off the ſboes to be a ſign of I re- 
verenct, than kiſſing the Ground, or bowrns t 
it. Ihe Rabricł of tne Aiſſal preſcribes it to 
be done but once a year by the Prieft upon 
Good Friday to teſtitic a greater Reverenceto 
the Image of our Crucified Lord. But I ſhall 
not diſpute it with him, onely I perſwade 
my ſelt, that it the Common- Prayer- Book 
ſhould ordain the Alrmifter when he goes 
up tothe Communion-Table either to put of 
bus ſhoes, or to bow to it, he would ſcruple 
much more to go barefoot, than to nod to it 
with his Shoes on. 

Two other pretences of difference he brings 
not un likc ti former; The firſt, that in 4 
ing the Ground, or lemin to it, if theſe thimss 
had been done to the Ground, the danger had not 
bren ſo great as to Images, The o: ber, that 
the Reverence of Holy pl, res and Thinrt, i of 
4 quite different nature from the Worſhip of 
Images. For the hiſt of danger, he may 
leave that (as Mr. Thorndike hath told him) 


to the Judgment of the Church. And lor the 
ſ[ccond, 
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ſecond, Holy Places and Things may have ſe- 
veral Relations to God, according to the 
difterent uſes for which they ſerve in order 
to his Worſhip; and yet the Reverence gi- 
ven them may be propertionably alike, that is, 
an inferiour Reſpec and Vencration, and mor 
Latria, Which is duc to God alone. But 
how different ſocvet he would make it from 
that of Images, he mult not think to eſcape z 
For it any be due tt all ro Holy Places and 
Things, I ſuppoſe it is given them for Co 
late and then all his own Arguments return 
upon him afreſh ; tor either it is the [ame 
which is given to God, or diſt init from tt ; and 
which way focver he take, Bellarmin ot 4ſ- 
que, will be upon him. Or none at all is 
due to them, and then he mocks his Reader, 
when he tells him, that the Reverence of Holy 
Places and Things, 11 of 4 quite different nature 
from the N worſhip of Imaves., Aud this is in- 
deed what lies at the bottom, how ſpeci- 
ouſly ſuevet he pretend the contrary here in 
words, as will manifeſtly appeat trom his 
Anſwets to tlie following 1Injtances, For 
hiſt, 
jo 3. To that of the Reverence given by the 
Jews to the Ark and the Holy of Holies,, nere 
the Cherubins and Propitiatory wi Te, he plain- 
ly enough denics that any w a$ given them. 
Io prove there was, I produced kirſt that 
I. xt of the Pſalm, Ade je the foot 9 
4, 
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Cod, for it it i holy Pſal.xcviii. 5. (as all the 
Ancient Fathers read it without ſcruple) or 
as theit own Tranſlation hath it, ' Fall down 
before his Foot - lool, for He (the Margin hath 
ic It) i holy. And {ccondly, the Teltimony 
of St. Hicrom, who faith expreſly (EY. 17. 40 
Marcel.) Venerabantur olim, that the Fews in 
times paſt did worſhip or reverence the Holy i 
Holies, becauſe there were the Cherubins, the 
Propitiatory, the Ark, &c. To neither of 
theſe doth he vouchſaſe any Anſwer at all, 
but with an Iyſe divit, tells us, p. 106. t 
the Tews onely directed their Worſhip toward: 
that place where God had promiſed to bt f- 
nally preſent among them; and ſirnifies no mare 
to the Wor hip of Imaves, thaw our lifting u 
our Eyes te Heaven doth, when we pray. This 
He, Oracularly, without either $criptere, 
or Father, or Reaſon to abet him. But i. 
Moſes and Foſue might lawlully teſtiſe 
their Reverence to the Ground, becaulc if 
was holy, why might not the Fews do as 
much to the Foot-ftool of God, becauſe that 
alſo was holy ? Why was it placed in the 
Holy of Holizs , and why were the People 
commanded to adere, or bow down before ity 
but to tene their Reverence to it, and tha: 
a much greater, in the Doctors opinion, than 
puttin» off their ſhocs, for they were to ad: 
it, or fall down before it and all this, l — : 


ſerif ſomerhing more to the Worſhp o 
Iman 
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Images than the lifting up our Fyes to Heaven 
duth, when we pray ; which might have been 
as well, if not better, without all this Ce- 
temony, in an open field. 

Fot the Cherubint, he tells, That they were 
always hid from the firht of the People as if 
nothing could have Reverence given it, but 
what is ſeen : It may reaſonably be preſu- 
med, that himſelf will charge us with 146+ 
lary for adoring the Hoſt, not onely when 
we ſee it upon the Altar, but when it is re- 
cluded in a Tabernacle, or covered with a 
Veil, Nordoth he mend the matter when 
he ſays, That the High Prieſt himſelf went into 
the Holy of Holies but once a year 3 tor if at 
that time it were lawful for him to teſtifie 
Reverence to the Throne of God there pla- 
ced, it is as much as we defire 3 and it a- 
lanfal, it was more than he ought to have 
done, though but once a year 
for as St. Hierom ſaith, u Li. adverſ. 
ſemel feriſſe bonum eſt, nen po- Vicilant, 
te malum e. ſs frequenter fiat; 
eat {i aliqua culpa vitanda eſt, nen ex c quod 
ſepe, ſed ex eo quod fit aliquando, culpabile eft. 
What he «dds of the Cherubins being placed 
meerly as Appendices to the Throne of God, 
was a means rather to increaſe than diminiſb 
the people's reverence to them and for their 
form, there needed no more be known than 
what Calvin (is Exod. xxv. 18.) afhirm- 

en 
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eth of them, That they repreſented A. 
gels. 
$. 4. To bowins at the Name of IEA. 
This Ceremony was appointed and all, wed 
by the 1njandrons mace inthe time of Puces 
Elizabeth Art. 52, and was defended by 
Dr. Whitzift in his Delence 
Tr. 21. ch. 7. againſt Cartrizht, by Dr, 
Faulk, Dr. Andrews, (whole 
words are cited below) 27 
others z and is at this day 


Ae-Rhem.Teſt- 
PH. u. 10 


publick'y practi (cd in the c _ Enviand 
and that in Dr. $:.'s own fgh by fuch 2s 
eſteem themſelves the onely true an d genvine 
Sons of that Church. This Iuſtance 1 tt ought 
to be very pertinent, be cauſe firſt it is allow, 
ed by Pretcitants, and lv more caſily under 


ftood ; and {: condly becauſe of the Anzlery 
there is between Words and Piftares, 2 Fr 
dare being a Word tothe Eye, and 2 Word 

as Ariſfotle calls it) a Pr 
Peri Herm. c. 1. oe tn the Re, Bon 
ther tcaſon L had | allo, becauſe the Doctor 
bein g inoculated into the Church of Eze- 
land, or, (to Ipc2k his Diakct) 4 Reveited 
Presbyterian, | q 11d not date to 
diſavow all rever: red Name ol 
JESUS. But 15 99” 2m IN tor he 
tells mc plainly 2 met as will baten. 
ced in gen to Char, h at the Toll of a Bell, 4 


un ben. — Jes; 7 4 of tie one 
119, 
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only tells ws tht time when, ſo the other only puts 
— Gs mind of the Perſon — we are ts — 
fp. This is plain enough, I confeſs Gf it 
de as manner ly] to tell us that no more Reve- 
rence is due to the moſt H. Name of JESUS, 
when we hear it ſpoken, than to a Bell when 
we hear it toll. And the Compariſon is 
fmewhat more elevated, than if he had 
made it with Whittington's fancying the Belli 
to call him back to be Lord Maier of Lon- 
. But was this all that St. Pan meant, 
when he told us, That at the Name of Feſus 
{or as Dr. St. himſelſ reads it, p.11 1. To the 
Name of Jeſus) every knee ſhall bow ? Phil, 
1,10, Wu it for this that God ſo hi hly 
traſted Him, that He gave Him 4 Name whic 
dove every Name, that it might have as 
much Reverence given It, as we give to great 
Meg of Weſtminiter ? What would Biſhop 
Andrews have ſaid, had he lived to hear 
this * * Verily (faith He in his Sermon up- 
on the foregoing words of St. Pas) God 
will not have us worſhip him like Fe- 
"phants, as if we had no Joynts in our 
' Knees, He will have more honour of men 
* than of the Pillars of the Church. He will 
have us to bow our Knees, and let us bow 
"them in God's Name, and To his Name, 
For this is another Prerogative. He isex- 
"alted to whoſe Perſon Knees do bow but 
He to whoſe Name onely much more. => 
P 
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© the cauſe is here otherwiſe. For his Perſes 
© is taken up out of our Gghcs, all we can 
do, will not reach unto it. But his Name 
© he hath left behind tous, that we m 
© ſhew by our Reverence and Reſpet# 10 it, 
© how much we eſteem him ; How true the 
pas ſhall be, Holy and Reverend © by 
© Names But if we have much ado to get it 
a bow at alls much more ſhall we have to 
© getit done to his Name. There be that do 
* it noty what ſpeak I of not doing it / There 
© be that not oncly forbear to do it them- 
© ſelves, but put themſelves to an evil Grew 
* pation , to find faults where none is, and 
* caſt ſcruples into mens minds, by no means 
* todo it And again a little after. But 
© to keep us tothe Name, This is ſure; the 
* words themſelves (of St. Paul) ate fo plan, 
as they arc able to convince any mans Cor 
© ſcience. And there is no Writer (not d 
* the Ancient) on this place that I can find, 
© (fave he that turned all into Alegories) bet 
literally underſtands it, and likes well 
enough we ſhould actually perform it. Thus 
Dr. Andress, (a very Learned Biſhop of bu 
Church, as Dr. St. himſclf calls him, p. 101.) 
And can any legitimate 30 of that Charch 
heat him preach, that #o more Reverence 15 
due to the Name of JESUS, than to the tab 
ing of 2 Bell, and yet cry him up hercatter 
tor a Pillar of that Church (unlels it be in the 
42 
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Biſhep's [enſe above-mentioned) whoſe ra- 
file ne expolcs as ridics! G, by ſo unhinde 
ſome a Compariſon ? Ircmember at the 
beginning of the Long Parliament one of the 
ft Wounds given to the Church of England 
was from a Book whoſe Title (as I :cad it 
poſted up in Weſlminer-Hall) was Jeſs 
Worſhip Confated; and whether the fame 
might not have been as for 4 Mars inal Note 
to this Anſwer of the Doctors, I leave to 
ladgment of the Readers Give me leave tu 
peak a Word to you, Sons of the Church 
of Eneland What if the Doctor ſhould 
come upon you for revereancing the Name of 
JESUS with your Hat or Knee, as he doth 
tpon us for honouring in like manner his 
Imzze, via. p. 102, that the Reverence 10 
75 co that Holy Name, i CI! "er the e you 
we to God or d. en from it, If it «bo the 
ame, then you F170 Proper arvine wor ſhip fs 
the Name ; aid if it be AHA. len the Name 
- wor ſſ pe d with drvimme wor his for it ſe ry 
ad it i in your choice what ſort of Idolatry 
ys will commit who worſhip the Name of Jt* 
XD, but n ther Way (45 You avoid it ? It 
you tell him that the Reverence you _ 
that H. Name is not the worſhi due to 624 
but a Relative and inferionr ue rel tor his 
ke; he will tell you ain, as he did me in 
the caſe of Images, p. 109, that this is ju 
« if an #nchaſt Wije "7 { plead ia ber ex- 
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cuſe to her Hucband, that the Perſon ſhe mas thy 
hind with, was extreamly like him, and a dear 
friend of his, nay had his very name, and that 
it was out of reſpet# to him, that ſhe gave hin 
the honour of hu Bed. I do not hear that he 
hath preſs'd this argument upon you; and 
if he do not, I cannot but wonder, his zal 
for God's honour ſuffers you ſo — to go 
on in your Idolatrows practiſe ; much 
more, if he comply with you himſelf in 
ſhewing any reverence to that Name, for 
though like 4 wiſcr Chriſtian ( there being 
degrees among Chriſtians, as well as Hee 
thens,) he differ extreamly from the Vulgar is 
his Opinion of Religion, yet this is to concw 
with them in the external practiſe of their I 
dolatyy and fo he falls under the ſame cenſure 

with his wiſer Heathens,p.73. 
Serm. 9th, of On the other (ide it he do it 
the Reſairedt, not, Biſhop CAndrews hath 

told him he hath juſt reaſon 
is fear, Ica the Knee that will not bow, le 
firacken with ſomething , which ſhall make it 
not able to blem and for the Hume, that thiy 
that will do no honour to it, when time of netd 
come; (hall recerve no howour by it» But to 
conclude this Point. If it be the ſenſe of 
the Sons of the Church of England, that 
they intend to give #o more reverence tothe 
moſt Holy Name of Feſu, when they best 
it read, than to a Bell, when they hear - 
toll, 
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ul, Ic 1 was miſtaken in alledging 
this F "4 | choirs tor an Iaffance. Bur 
if they +4009 icdge more is due to that ſa- 
cred Nane, than to a Bell, and yet not fo 
much as is duc to God himſelf, 1 have the 
end for which I brought it, which was to let 
them ſee what kind of werſh it is we vive 
to the Images of Chriſt, ſuch as is givca ay 
themſelves to the Nawe of Jeſms, For we 
make [mages no more the Objects of our wor - 
ky, when we kneel before them, than they 
& that Holy Name, when they bow at it. 

$ 5, The Fiſt Inſtance was of the Reve- 
race given to the Sacramental ſigns in the 
inner by kneeling before them ; which it che 
breed and Wine had any ſenſe in them (as 
te faith of Images, p. 102,) would think 
tert done to them. And what faith my Ad- 
ary to this, Marry, that this of all thin; 
tuald not be objefted to them. If you ask 
bm why ? He tells you, becauſe they have 
tclared in theF# Pubrick after the Communion, 
tet thereby mo adoration is intended or ought 
1 be done either unto the Sacramental Bread 
as Wine, there bodily received ; or any cir» 
wa preſence of Chriff's Natural Fleſh and 
ld; for the Sacramental Bread and Wine 
n fill in their very natural ſubit ances, 
ud therefore may not be adored. For that 
wre Idolatry to be abhorred of all faith{ul 
Crifians, I confeſs I re flected up this 
P 3 Kubrick 
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Pubruk, when 1 put down Kneeling at the 
Furl »rift tor an Inſtance z but I could not 
im az the Doctor would make it a matter 
of Triumph over the Church ot England, It 
is not yet more than a dozen years, finc 
this Rabrick was inlcrted into the Communi- 
on Book, and the occaſion is well knowa to 
have been a deſign to gain ſcrupulous and 
diſſeniiug Parties to a contormity in fo inno- 
cent a Ceremony. And becaule the Church 


of England hath been ſo kind to thoſe who 


diſſented trom her, as to declare no adore 
tien is intended by it to the Bread and Want, 
or an corporal preſence of Chris Natura 
Fleſh 4% Blood x Vill the Dottor be ſo an. 
Lind, as to make her ſy, that no Reverence 
at ali is due to that Holy Sacrament? that 
this e all things in the World ought not ts 
bave been objected apain(t them? What! will 
hc make them tall below Calvin in their te- 

ſpect to that Sacrament, 
7. lib. 4. c. 17. who ſuith, it i to be . 

cerved with reverence, 4 
the Pledre of our Holy Hnion with Chriſt ? Is 
it not time now to remind him, as I promi- 
ſed above, p. 138. how his Beloved Con 
Hartinopolitan Fathers call it an Honourable 
image of Chriſi*s quickning Body? And there- 
upon invite all thoſe (and among them the 
Doctor, unleſs he will leave himſelf out as 
he did theſe words) all thoſe I lay to rejege 
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and volt with confidence, who deſire, worſhip, 
and «jj cr it for the Salvation both of Soul and 
Bedy ? Though He ftile me very ineptly a 
Revoltr4 Proteſtant, yet I have fo much re- 
het for thoſe learned Perſons who made 
that Rubrick, as to think they meant by 4 
deration, what the word now fignifieth by 
ale in Engliſh, that is, vie Worſhip proper 
to Cod alone : and not, that no more Reve- 
rence ſhould be uſed rowards the Bread and 
Wine in the Church, than there is to the 
Remainder of it at home, by ſome ſcem- 
mely-Revolted Presbyterians (I cannot be- 
lere them to be truly Sons of the Church 
of Eneland.) Now what the ſenſe of that 
duc was, and ſtill is, unleſs the Doctor 
will have us ſuppoſe theſe Aoders Dit ines 
to have prevaricated from their Fathers, 
hop Jewel tells us in theſe 

words. r only adore Chriſt Reply againſt 
hich he, as very God, but we Hard. p.379. 
Worſhip alſo, and Reverence 

tht Sacrament, we Werſfhip the Nerd of God, 
" worſhip all other like things in ſuch Rcligi- 
on wiſe to Chriſt belonging. 

The ſame is witnefled by Bi- Of the Miſs. 
ſhop Morton, Under the degree 1.7. c. 2. 5.3. 
Dine vor ſhip,we our ſelvs 

Wield as much ts the Euchariſt, as St. Auſtin 
6d to Baptiſm, where he ſaid (Epiſt. 164.) 
We reverence Baptiſme whereſoever it u. Not 
is 
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is this delivered by them as their private o- 
pinion , but as the ſenſe of the Church of 
England, as appears by their words. And 
if you ask, how they can excuſe themſclves 
from [dolatry,you have the 
Reply. p. 409. Anſwer of B.ſhop ewel 1 
that the Sacraments be 4d. 
red, but the whole honour reſleth not in them, 
but is paſſed over from them to the things ſig» 
nified. So that ut ſeems I was not much mi- 
ven, when, to paralel the Reverence gi 
ven by Catbolicks to Images, I inſtanced in 
that which is given by Proteſtants to the d 
cramental ſigns by kneeling at the Euchariſt 
for they do not only allow 4 like Reverence, 
but maintain it.alſo with the ſame ditindi- 
on : Nor will the Doctor ever be able to 
perſwade his Pariſhioners out of it, till be 
can make them leave their uſual Expreſſ - 
on, when they ſpeak of this Sacrament that 
they do not reccive it 45 Bread, but as the 
Body of Chriſt, 

6. 6. The 6th. and laſt Inftance was of 
Reverence given tothe Altar by bowing to ity 
a practiſe of great Antiquity, as Dr. Heylw 
ſhows in his defence of the cAſoders Pra- 
ctiſe of it in the Church of England againſt 
Burton, p. 25. This Dr. Still. faith, & of the 
ſame nature with the putting off our Hats,while 
we are in the Church; And what is this to 
fay ? Himſelf admits a Reverence to Holy 
Plactis 
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places, (p. 105.) and ſurely the Church, the 
Houſe of God is one of them. Here then 
we find him incline to admit a Reverence 
due to the Altar; and if it be of the ſame 
nature with putting off our Hats while we are 
in the —_ as he doth the one, ſo he may 
lawfully do the ether. But then, as if he 
2d granted too much, he preſently draws 
back, and tells us, This & only determining 4 
natural att of Reverence, that way which the 
axcient Chriſtians did uſe to dirett their Wor- 
op : {which as far as I can underſtand the 
words ) is not of the ſame nature with put- 
ung off our Hats when we are in the Church, 
but with going to Church when the Bell tolls, 
which is to give no more Reverence to the 
Altar, than to the Bei. But who can unfold 
the Riddle, and tell me what he mcans by 
« natural Ad of Reverence that way which 
the ancient Chriſtians did uſe to dired# their 
Worſhip ? If he mean by that way the local 
ſtuation of the Altar in the Eaſt, which was 
the way the ancient Chriſtians uſed to direct 
their Worſhip, and that Nature teacheth us 
to direct our Worſhip that way although 
the Altar (for example) in St. Andrew's, 
may ſerve for ſuch a determination, becauſe 
it 1s placed in the Eaſt; yet he muſt give 
mother reaſon why thoſe in the Savoy bow 
towards the Altar, where it is ſcated in the 
Nerth, becauſe it doth not there determin a 
Natural 
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Natural Af? of Reverence that way, which the 
ancient Chriſtians uſed to direct their Worſhip 
which was cowards the Eaſt. But it he 
mean by that way, a like manner of Reve- 
rence to the Altar, as was ulcd to be given 
by the Ancient Chriſtians, he will find in 
the aſotecited place out of Dr. Heylin, that 
they acknowledged an honoar and venerati- 
on due to the Holy Altar, and te ſtiſicd that 
honour by bowing and kneeling to it. In fine, 
whatever the meaning of the words be, to 
ſpeak to the practiſe it ſelf, either he con- 
demns thoſe of the Church of England who 
profeſs and teſtify their reverence to the Al- 
tar by bowing to it for Idolatry, or no. If 
he do, they are at age to anſwer for theme 
ſelves. If he do not, an Inferjour or Rels- 
tive honour may be given to it for his lake 
whole Throne it is, under the degree of Di- 
vine Worſhip due to God alone ; and 4s 
the allowing this will render him a true Son 
of the Church of England, ſo the allowing 
the like to the ſacred Images of Chr:ft will 
make him in this point a perfect Proſeiyte 
of the Church of Rome, whoſe Councils have 
decreed that we ate not to give to the Ini 
ges of Chriſt and his Saints Latria, or the 
worſhip due to God, but a honourary reſpti 
and veneration, as to the Books of H. Scri- 
prure, and other Holy things. But what 


himſclf may juſtly fear, ſhould ſuccels 
crow? 
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:rown his endeavours in putting ſcruples 
into poor ſimple Mens minds to with draw 
them from the Reverence they owe to the 
$uraments of Chriſt, his Saints, his Name, 
his Image, his Altars, and ſuch like Holy 
things relating to his Worſhip, is, that the 
Event (whatever the deſign be ) of his la- 
bours will be no other ( as thoſe Pious and 
Learned Dodtors of Rhemes long ſince ob- 
ſerved, and we ce at this Day in 2 great 
meaſure fulfilled } than to inute Men by 
degrees to loſe all hononr and reſpect to Chriſt 
timſelf, to aboliſh all true Religion out of 
the World, and to make them plain Athe- 
1. The Chair of State is not more an or- 
ment to the King's Palace, than the Reſpet# 
given to it is a Fence againſt the Con- 
tempt of his Perſon. He that paſles by that 
with his Hat on, thinks himſclf excus'd 
t0n the ſame account from putting it off 
tothe King himſcli. 


The End of the Firſt Part. 
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SECOND PART 


OF THE 


ADORATION 


OF THE 


Moſt Bleſſed Sacrament, 


CHAP. I. 


The Pratliſe of the Primitive Church in this 
Prints The Doctor s Argument to prove it 
to be Idolatry, built upon an Injurious Ca- 
lamny, that Catholicks believe the Bread 
to be God. The ſenſe of his firſt Propoſs- 
tion cleared, and the Proofs he brings far it, 
refuted. 


jo Hz cleared the Doctrin and 
Prattiſe of the Catholick Church 
from my Adverſaries Unjuſt 
Charge of 1doiatry in the Worſhip or Venera- 
un the gives to the Images of Cihrift, I 


come 
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come now to ſhow the [njuſtice of a like ac- 
cuſation he brings in upon account of the 
Adoration ſhe gives to Chri#t himfclf in the 
moll H. Sacrament of the Altar A th g 6 
unixerſilly practiced and recommended by 
the Fathers of the Primitive Church, both 
Greek and Latin, that who fo will condemn 
the praftiſe of it at this day in the Church ul 
Rome, mult have the confidence to involve 
the Church of that time in the ſame Con- 
demnation with it. Among other Apoſtoli- 
cal Traditions, which were dclivered to the 
Church without Writing, St. 

Li. de Spir. S. Baſil reckons the words of la- 
6. 27. Doc ation, when the Enchari 
flical Bread and Cup of Re. 

Dialog. 2. ſing were ſbewed. And Ther: 
doret affirms expreſly, that 

The Myſtical Symbols are under ſſood to be what 
they are made, and are believed and adortd,u 
being the things they are belies 

In Epitaph, ed, S. Gregory N £71414 en te- 
Gorgoms, porteth of his Siſter Cergen 
as 4 great teſtimony of her de- 

votion, that in a certain ſickneſs ſhe had, 
ſhe went with Faith to the Altar, and with : 
lowd voice beſought hum, who 1 worſ1pped 
upon it, for remedy, erving him all his Titi 
or Attributes, and remembring him of all tit 
miraculous things which he had done. And 


the lame no doubt was done by St, t 
the 
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the Mother of St. Auſtin, in her daily devo» 
tions at the Altar, at which 
e wed to aſfiſt without Confef li.9.c.1 3. 
pretermuſfuon of any one 
dayy and from whence ſbe knew, faith he, that 
Holy Viitime to be diſpenſed , by which the 
Ho writing was blotted out, which carried 
wr condemnation in it, To this Sacrament 
if our RedemPti'n be had tied her Soul {aft by 
the Bind of F-4th, And in this ſhe did no 
note, tr} -1 what her Son 
teach: upon the 98:h, S. Aug. in Pſ. 8. 
Pals, where expounding 
te words of the Pſalmiſt, Adore ye bis 
Fict-Veol, to be meant of the Furth, and 
by tne Earth, to be underſtood the Fleſh of 
(rift, he addeth, that whereas Chriit walk- 
od "rre wn the Fleſh, and gave w that very 
le eaten for our Salvation, and no man 
cer that Fleſb, wnleſs he have firſt adered, me 
jad, laith he, how ſuch 4 Foot-ſtool of our 
Ard may be adored ; and that we do not on- 
ut ſin in adoring, but we fin in not adorins, 
A. that Foot-itool of our Lord, by which 
de ſaid before was meant his moſt Holy 
Fiſh, And from whom did he learn this 
Darin, but from the ſame Maiter, from 
mom he learn't Chriitianty. St. Ambroſe, 
vo treating of the ſame 
pace of the Pſalmiſt, ſaith, Li. 3. de Sp. Sto. 
by the — 1 under- (. 12, 
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flood the Earth, and by the Earth the Fe 
Chriſt, which we adore alſo at this day in : 
Ayiteries, and which the Apoſtles adored in 
ear Lord Feſws. Upon this Account it is, 
that St.Chryſoftome exhorts Chriſtians to this 
duty by the Example of the 
Hom.24.in Wiſes * Theſe Men ſaith be, 
J. ad Cor. though Barbarians, after & | 
Journey adored this Body ( of 
our Lord) in the Manger, with great fear 
and trembline : Let us imitate what they did 
Thou ſceſt Him not in the Manger, but on the 
Altar. And then again by — Example of 
the Angels, who, faith he, affift the Prieft xt 
the time of offring the Hely 
Li. S. de Sacerd. Sacrifices and the whole er- 
der of Heavenly Powers lift 
wp their Voices; and the place round about the 
Altar « filled with the Quires of Angels, in 
honour of Him who lyeth upon it. An ther · 
fore it is called by St. - 
S. Opt. li. 6. . 61. tatws, the Seat or Throne of 
the Body of our Lord. Thus 
theſe Holy Men, not as private Doctors deli- 
vering their own Opinions, but as Fathers, 
teſtifying and tranſmitting to Poſterity the 
Doctrin and Practiſe of the Church ot their 
time, which was ſo notorious in this point 
of the Adoration of the Exchariff, that the 
Heathens becauſe they knew Chriflians made 
uſe of Bread and Wine in the eMyſterits, 
ob jected 
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objected to them, (as St. 
Auſtin reports,) that they S. Aug. lib, 20. 
worſhipped Ceres and Bac contre Fauſl. c. 13. 
cus, And hereupon Mr. 

Thorndike (Epil.3. ls pag · 351.) ingenuouſly 
ith, 1 do believe that it was ſo prattiſed and 
font in the ancient Church, which I maintain 
fun the beginning to have been the true Church 
if Chriſt— For I do acknowledee the teſti- 
menies that are produced out of St. Ambroſe, 
ur. Auſtin, St. Chryſoſtome, St. Grego 
Nerianzen : with the reſt, and more than 
ave produced. And now it is in the Read- 
ts choice, whether he will condemn ſo 
mat and Holy Men, and with them the 
Curch of that time, of 14olatry for adoring 
ar Lord Chrift in the Sacrament of the A- 
0, or will abſolve 14; for doing what they 
d. It is with them we muſt ſtand or fall. 
id the Doctor's argument will make nes 
wr or both Idoluters. But before I ſpeak 
that, and that the Reader may ſce what 
"ce it is like to have, behold how he uſh« 
tz i in. 

. 2, I proceeded, ſaith he, to the Adora 
an of the Hoſt, and here the argument I pro- 
Wed, was to take off the common anſwer Viz. 
# Catholicks) that it cannot be Idolatry, le- 
ule they believe the Bread to be God. This 
hit the Door expoſes in the front of 
n Reoynder to publick view. And it the 
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Reader meet with ſuch ſophiſficate Ware in 
the Mouth of the Sack, What may he ex- 
pe& when he comes neeret to the bottom ? 
The argument I propoſed, ſaith he, was to take 
of the Common Anſwer, ( viz. of Catholicks) 

at it cannot be Idelatry, becanſe they believe 
the Bread to be God : And that too, ja & 
the Worſhippers of the Sun believed the Sun ts 
be Gody For upon the ſame ground he ſaith, 
it is that they who believe the Sun to be God, 
and wor ſhip him on that account, would be ex- 
euſed from Idolatry too. The an 
of this Procceding I fairly hinted to him ia 
my Reply, whereas I might juſtly have cal- 
led it a moſt injurious calumny ; and it be- 
came an Ingenuous Writer, cither to have 
juitificd his charge, or ( if he could not do 
that, not yet had humility enough to retract 
it,] to have wav'd at leaſt the repeating it 
in his Anſwer, But this hc is fo far from 
doing, that without any proof at all, what 
he did but infinuate before in the Body of 
his —— he lays dow now expreſly 
in his Ne joinder, as the Groznd of his charge 
of Idelatry in this matter, Whercfore l 
muſt now challenge him to prove it, N, 
that it « the Common Anſwer of Catholick 
that their Adoration of the Euchariſt cannot bt 
Idolatry, becanſe they believe the Bread to le 
God; or it that be too much, to produce xt 


leaſt any one Cathorick Author, who cver ex- 
culcd 
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cuſed himſelf from 1dolatry upon that ac- 
count. Nothing is more notorious than that 
Catholicks believe the whole ſubKance of 
grad to be converted into the Boa of Chriſt, 
and conſequently Bread not to be there. 
Wherefore to do both himſelf and us tight, 
be ſhould have faid, the Common Anſwer of 
Catholicks, when they are charged with Ido- 
latry in the A doration of the Hoſt, is not, 
thit it cannot be Idolatry, becauſe they believe 
the bread to be God y but becauſe they believe 
w bread at all to be there, but the Body of 
Chrift true God, into which it is changed. 
This had been to ſpeak Truth; but withall 
thad been to ffifle his argument in its birth, 
dy choaking his Parallel between Catholicks 
rd theſe who worſhipped the Sun, ſuppo- 
ing it to remain ſtill the Sen. And why 
hould he ſcruple more to preſerve his own 
Child, than the A gin Alidwives did to 
ne thoſe of other People ? 

The Argument, as it is artificially propor 
& by himſclf, runs thus, that 1pon the ſame 
Grand that Catholicks would excuſe 
themſelves from Idolatry, becauſe p. 109. 
they believe the bread to be God: they 
ws believe the Sun to be God, and worſhip him 
in that account would be excuſed from Idols» 
tes j which who fo reads would think it 
ended ditectly to excuſe the worſhippers 
the Sun from 1dolatry. But becauſe his 
Q 2 Inten- 
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Intention is to make it fall with a ttvets d 
blow upon Catholicks , and conclude them 
guilty of 1dolatry, that the Reader may ſee 
the force of the Argument, I ſhall reduce 
it to form, as it may ſerve to infer that Cen- 
cluſon. And this it is. F the Worſhip of the 
San by thoſe who believe the Sun to be God, 
and Worſhip him on that account, be 1Idolatry; 
then the Worſhip of the bread in the Encharif, 
by theſe v believe it to be God, and worſhy 
it on that account, i Idelatry. But it the 
Common An(wer of Papiſts, (ſaith Dr. St.) 
that they Lelicue the bread to be God, There 
fore they are Idolaters, This is the ſumme 
of this mighty Argument ; and there necds 
no more to overthrow it, but to deny 25 
moſt notoriouſly falſe, the ſecond Propoſi- 
tion, that Catholicks belzeve the Bread to be 
God, as the Worſhippers of the Sun believed 
the Sun to le Cad. Others may judge ot it, 
as they plcaſe, but for my part I ſhoule 
wonder extreamiy, how the Doctor could 
have the confidence to advance fo palpable 
a calumny the ſecond time, but that I ſce, 
what a8 and courage arc neceflary to uphold 
lou a charge, Perhaps he will reply, 
his meaning was, that Catholicks believe that 
to be God, which he and his Partizans believe 
to be meer bread, But then what a rare 
conſequence is it to ſay, the worſhippers of 
tue San were Idolaters, becauſe they wore 
ſhipped 
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ſhipped for God what themſelves believed 
to be the Lan: Therefore Catholicks ate 1- 
dalaters, becauſe they worſhip that for God, 
which Dr. St. and his Partizans believe to 
de but bread ? Which is juſt, as if an A- 
un ſhould conclude both Catholicks and 
Prateflents to be Idolaters, for worſhipping 
Chili, becauſe they worſhip him for God 
whom the 4 r71ans believe to be but a pure 

mtarnre, 
$. 3. This is all which needed to have 
deen teplyed to the Argument, to ſhow the 
aconcluſiveneſs of it: but to prevent what 
| thought was likely to be obi cted by my 
Adverfary, I added two things. 1. Thar 
Catholicks are not miſtaken in their belief of 
the Bread's being changed into the Body of 
Ori, as having the ſame grounds and mo- 
wes, and a like divine Revelation to believe 
ths, 4s to believe that Chriſt is God, and con- 
rent iy to be adored, Herenpon I affirmed 
nat the Doitor's argument, altering enly the 
unes, would be of u much force from the 
tes of an Arrian azainſt the Adoration of 
Uniit for God, as it was from his own,againſf 
be Adoration of him in the Euchariſt. And I 
wok fit to repeat the argument here, for 
ti ame reaſon,for which the Doctor ſcems 
mullling to hear of it, M' hat that was, tho 
kader will ſee below, 5. J. of this Chapter. 
de ugument as I then propoſed it was this. 
A 3 The 
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The ſame argument which would make the grof- 
ſeſt Heathen Idelatry lawful, cannot — any 
A from [dolatry $ But the [ame argument 
by which Proteitants make the worſhip of Chrift 
( 4 pure Man, ſaith the Arrian y I ſhould 
have ſaid, creature, and | thank the Door 
for minding me of it,) not to be Idolaty 
would make the greſſeſt Heathen Idolatry nat 
to be ſo. For if it be not therefore Idolatry, 
becauſe they ſuppoſe Chriſt to be God, then the 


who ſuppoſed the Sun to be God. 2dly, I adds 
ed, that ſuppoſing Catholicks ſhould be miſts 
ken in their belief, yet Dr. Taylor an eminent 
Man among the Proteſtants, denies it would 
follow from thence, that they were 1dolaters, 
And I ſhall repeat his words, when I come 
to ſpcak to thar Point, The DoRor, to 
make good his Argument againſt theſc Au- 
iwers (which he calls only appearances of 
anſwering) undertakes to prove tour things. 
I. That ſuppoſing there were the ſame Reve 
lation of Chriſt's Divinity, and of bis Fre. 
ſence in the Enchariſt by Tranſubſtantiatien, 
yet there could not be the ſame reaſon for tht 
Adoration of the Hoſt , as for worſhipping 
Chriit himſelf. 2. That there are not te 
ſame motives and ground; to believe the De- 
arine of Tranſubſtantiation, that there art ts 
believe that Chriſt s God. 3. That ſuppe 
feng they are miſtaken in the Doctrine of Traw* 
ſubſtantiation, 


arg of the Sun was not Idolatry by them ' 
up 
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ſubRantiation, this doth not excuſe them from 
[dolatry. 4. That the ſame Reaſon which 
would excuſe them,would excuſe the moſt groſi 
Idolaters in the World, Theſe are the heads 
of what he rejoins in this matter, Great and 
Glorious things, if they can be made our, 
Bur how far the performance comes ſhort of 
the undertaking, will appear by the enſuing 
Anſwers to the ſeveral Propoſitions,and u hit 
he brings in proof of them, in order as 
they lye. 

$. 4. The Doctor's firſt Propofition : 
Suppoſing there were the ſame divine 
Revelation of Tranſubjtantiation, p. 111. 
(that is, of Chriſt's Preſence in the 
Euchariſt, by the change of the Bread into 
his Body )and of His Divinity, yet there could 
wt be the ſame reaſon for adoration of the 
Hiſt, as of Chrift himſelf. The firſt thing 
we are to conſider here, is, what he means 
by the word Hoſt, whether Chrift himſelt 
under the ſpecies or accidents of Bread; or 
the Accidents themſelves. If he mean Chrif 
under the Accidents, the Queſtion is, whc- 
ther the ſame adoration be due to Chrift in 
the Sacrament, as out of it ? If he mem only 
the Accidents the Queſtion is, whether the 
ſame adoration, that is, 4s much or as great 
adoration is due to them as to Chriſt him - 
e? The frf he knows is affirmed by us, 
the ſecond denyed, becauſe as was ſaid be- 
Q 4 tors 
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fore of Image (p. 190.) —1 Chriſt and 
the Accideats be worſhipped by the ſane 
Ad of Adoration, yet as conſidered preciſely 
relating to the Accidents, it falls upon them 
after an Inferiowr manner, And it became 
a Generous Adverſary,(as he ſhows himſelf 
to be, in ſuppoſing the ſame divine Revels- 
tron for Chriſt's Preſence in the Excharift, as 
for his Divinity, which he needed not have 
donc) to have told us clearly his meaning 
in this Point, But this he thought not fit to 
do, but to blend both ſenſes contuſedly toge · 
ther, that when he ſound hiniſcli preſs'd in 
one, he might flic for refuge to the other, 
The Catholick ſenſe is this, that the ſame or 
as great adoration is due to Chriſt in the Sacre 
ment, as out of it. Againſt this he objects 
two things. 1. That there i 4 plain Com 
mand in Scripture for the One, and none fit 
the other. 2. That the One gives ws 4 ſuf 
cient reaſon for our Worſhip the other doth net. 
To the firſt I anſwer (as he ſotcſu very 
well I would) that « General Command ( (uch 
as thoſe cited by himſclt, Let all the Ange!: 
adore lum, that is, Chi Hebr. 1. 6. and to 
his Name every Knee is to bow, Phil. 2. 10. 
doth extend to him wherever he « preſent: 
as a like command of honouring ſach a Fer- 
ſon for King would do, wherever he ſhould 
be Known to reſide : And this I take to be 
Intimation enough that we are to worſhip Chrif 

vn der 
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der the e him preſent there, 
And whereas he faith this Anſwer proves 
10 more his worſhip in them, than in a Turf, 
or any other piece of bread, becauſe Chriſt, ſaith 
he, being God is every where preſent, ( as if 
his being God made him every where pro- 
ſent, & he is ſuppoſed to be in the Sacra- 
wants) This was but an Artifice to divert 
the Reader from the matter in hand, which 
is not about the worſhip of God, . every 
where preſent, but a bypoſtatically preſent in 
the Fleſh: And fo the Queſtion between ut; 
u, whether in calc there be a general com- 
mand to worſhip the Son of God made Man, 
we may not as lawfully do it to him ( ſup- 
poling a divine Revelation, that he is ſo pre- 
ſent) in the Sacrament, as the Apoſtles and 
%hers adored him, when he was converſant 
mong them ? To this Queſtion 1 Anſwer 
adhrmacively, and he Negatively, unleſs he 
can 00 4 plain Command to do it to him, 4s 
freſent in the Sacrament. And who can but 
wonder to ſce lim now fo ſcrupulous in give · 
Ing adoration to Ce made Mau, ( believing 
am to be really preſent in the Hof) unlels 
be have an — to do it who 
protefles of himſelf (p. 101.) that were he 
& our mind in the matter of mares, he 
ald not Rick to fer wp the Hoſt it ſelf chat 
s, God-Man really to to under the dacra- 
mental frgns, in Sacrifice to 4 block or a hem 
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fone, without any command at all either 
general or articular to do it ? But to te- 
move this ſcruple, as I have endeavoured to 
do ſome others, it may ſuffice to tell him, 
that alchough ons worſhip be mot to be exided 
by our fancier, but the will of God; Vet where 
there is a general command without any Ex- 
ception, to worſhip the Word made Flas. 
there he hath given a ſufficient Indication 
of the lawfulnefs of doing it, wherever we 
are certain by Faith that He is fo preſent, 
What particular command had the Wiſe- 
men to adore Him in the Aanger, ot the 
Thief upon the Croſs ? Was it not en 
that they had a Drvine Revelation, that 
was the Sex of God, to move them to «deve 
Him with Divine Worſhip? Or is he 4 
adorable under the Sacramemtal ſigns , than 
bound up in ſwadiing-cloths,or covered with 
blood and fputtle ? Surely it was happy for 
the Wiſe-men and the Thief, that they had 
not Dr. St. to ditect them what to do. For 
had they followed his Caſsiftry, they mutt 
have ſuſpended their Adoration for want 
of an Expreſs Command in their particular 
caſes. 

$+ 5. But he had not advanced above 4 
Leaf farther, when it ſeems he percciv'd the 
weakneſs of this Anſwer z and therefore to 
piece it out, he tells us, (p. 115.) that i 


caſe of C brifts vifible appearance ts us in any 
plact, 
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need not a particular command in ſuch 
4 (ale to make it lawful to adore him. But 
that which goes againſt the grain of his 
ſeuſe and reaſon, is, that he ſhould do it to 
him under a Vl, though he be more certain 
by Faith, that it is He that is there preſent, 
than if he ſaw him with his eyes. This is 
ſach a [elf-denyal, as is not to be expected 
from fleſh and blood. And if you ask him 
why there is not the ſame reaſon of believing 
Chrift to be preſent, as ſeeing him He an- 
ſwers with a Ain — | more ſubtil, 
than that he alledged out of Scotland, for 
ging the Lord's Prayer to 4 Saint, p. 101. 


= 
- 


that in matter: of pure Revelation, where the 
matter propes'd to our Faith can be no Objett 
if ſenſe, as Chriſt's Infinite preſence in all pla- 
iti Cod; there he may firmly believe, and 
worſhip Him upon the credit of Divine Reve- 
lation : but ſpeaking of the viſible preſence of 
(rift, where honour is gtven on the account of 
the divine nature, but he can be known to be 
Weſent only by bis Humanity in this caſe 1 ſay, 
lth he, (and his 1pſe dixit muſt be of no 
leſs authority than that of Pytharor as) | ſay, 
the evidence of ſenſe is necefSary in ord r to the 
Ive worſbippeng of the Perſon of Chriſt. Here 
indeed an appearance of a diſtinction, but 
lach an one as quite overthrows his whole 
diſcourſe, for if he ſuppoſe (as he doth at 
preſent) that the Humanity of Chriſt is real- 
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ly preſent in the Sacrament, in ſuch a 
that it cannot be the 0bjett of ſenſe, he mu 

rank it among his matters of pure Revelation, 
and ſo not only firmly believe it, but alſo 
give him n_— ſuitable ro his preſence, 
When therefore he tells us the queſtion is 
concerning the viſible preſence of Chriſt, it is 
manifeſt he cither changes the ſtate of the 
Queſtion, or tetractt what before he ſo ge- 
nerouſly granted of his Iaviſible preſence in 
the Sacrament, This then is plain was but 
to delude the Reader, and not anſwer to the 
Queſtion, which was, 1h there is not the 
ſame reaſon for worſhipping Chriſt in the ge- 
crament, believing him to be there upon the 
credit of a Divine Revelation, as if we [an 
Him with our cyes. But to follow him a little 
in his wandrings, and ſpeak to the viſible pre» 
ſence of Chriſt. In caſe he cas be known tobe 
preſent only by bis Humanity, Why muſt the F- 
videnct of ſenſe be neceffary in order to bis 
worſhip ? Was he not ſo preſent in the 
Womb of theFirgin,after the Angeli metlage? 
Was he not ſo preſent in his 4ſcenſron atter 
he was intercepted from his Diſciples fight 
by a Cloud? Was he not ſo preſent, beore 
he opened the Eycs of the tus blind Men, 
who ſate by the way fide, Marth. 20. 30. f 
And is he not belicvcd by all Chriſt1ans to be 
ſo preſent at the right hand of his Father ? 


And might none of theſe worſhip him, be- 
cauſe 
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cauſe they could net ſee him ? If he pretend 
a difference in the caſes, becauſe in all them 
he was the Objei# of ſenſe eithet before or 
after : bur & he exiſts in the Sacrament he 
tas be no Objet# of ſenſe ; he muſt grant his 

ſence there to be 4 mattry of pure Rewela- 
tion: and ſo falls upon the other edze of his 
Aſtinction, that in matters of ure Revels- 
ties, where the matter propoſed to onr Faith 
can be no Object of ſenſe, there firm credit is 
1 le given to the drvine Revelation, and wor- 
ky alſo ſuitable to his preſence. But to go 
one ep further, In caſe 4 th be knows 
ble by evidence of ſenſe, May it not alſo be 
made known by Divine Revelation ? And 
will not God's Revelation aſcertain us as 
well, if not mnch better, than eur Eyes 7 
Who fiw the World riſe out of nothing ? 
No leſs a Philoſopher than Ariforle (not 
to ſpeak of others) held it never had any 
xginninge And yet what Chriitian docs 
9 believe it had, more firmly upon the ac- 
count of God's Revelation, than if he had 
ten preſent in fome cyrner of the Patioms 
Inegineriam, and beheld the foundation of 
* with his Fyes ? Upon the whole then, 
which way foever the Door turn himfcly, 
neſs he will maintain (what he ſeems in- 
td to ſuppoſe all along in this diſcourſe) 
Mat we are to give more credit to out ſenſe. 
mn to God's revealed word, he muſt cone ſa 
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that wherever there is a Divine Revelation 
of Chrift's preſence, (which at preſent he 
ſuppoſes in the Sacrament.) there i the ſame, 
if not greater Reaſon, to believe and werf 
him, than it he ſaw him as clearly as the 
Wiſe-men did in the Manger, or the Thief 
upon the Croſss And conſequently that he 
was but too too Prodigal, in granting, that 
ſuppoſing a like Divine Revelation for Chrif', 
preſence in the Encharift by Tranſubſtantiation, 
as for his bring true Cod, yet there would net 
be the ſame reaſon to worſhip him there, as when 
he dwelt viſibly among us. All that he 
could deviſe to clude the Parallel argument 
I urged from the Pen of an Arrian, Viz. that 
the Argument he brings ts conclude Catholicts 
to be Idolaters, for their adoration of Chrift is 
the Euchariſt, would be of as much force from 
the Arrians againſt the adoration of him as God: 
All, I ſay, he could deviſe to clude this at- 


gument with, ſtanding to the true ſtate of I © 
the Queſtion, and ſappeſing (as he does) « I * 
like dine Revelation for both , was to , 
there was not an expreſs command to wor- 
fhip him in the Euchariſt j which how piti- I © 
tul an Evaſion it is, I have ſhewed avtove. IN 
And yet as pitiful as it is, it may ſerve well N 
enough to make an unwary Readcr believe, I 
he concludes all the Papifts in the World J. ba 
laters for worſhipping our Lord Chrif q 


himſck in the Sacrament, But why it ho 
vy 
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do ſo, when nothing leſs than an expreſs Pro- 
kibitios could make them Idolaters in the 
matter of Images, I cannot imagin. 

$5, 6. The Second Proof he brings to 
ſhow that, Suppoſing 4 like divine Revelation 
tr Chriſt's being preſent in the Sacrament, as 
for his being true God, yet there is not the ſame 
reaſon of aderatiep, is p. 112. becauſe the 
bee, he faith, gives ws 4 ſufficient reaſon of 
ur Worſhip, vize his Divinity y but the other 
kth not, becauſe all that He can believe then 

tent, ſuppoſing Tranſubſtantiation, is the Bo» 
h of 2 1 —— the Object of aur 
Adoration, But this is altogether as weak 
n the former z for however that be all he can 
tlieve,and more than he does believe, (God 
excreaſe his Faith.) yet Catholicks believe 
much more, v, that together with his Be- 
h in the Encharift are preſent his Soul, his 
Perſongais Drvinity, in a word, wholeChriſt;and 
to bus Perſon it is they terminate their worſhip 
is bypoſtatically united with his Body. For 
s the Dr. himſclt ſaich very well (p. 114.) 
ithongh the humane nature of Chriſt, of it ſelf 
as yield ws no ſufficient reaſon - 4 adoration, 
n being conſidered as anited to the Divine 
Nature , that camot hinder the [ame Divine 
Worſhip being given to his Perſon, which be- 
lungs to his Divine Nature, any more than the 
lobes of a Prince, can take off from the honour 
4e ante him. To clude this Anſwer ( for 
now 
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now his ch ĩeſeſt hope conſiſts in ſeeking out 
ways to eſcape) inſtead of rejoining to it, 
upon the ſuppoſition of Trenſubſtantiationy 
he falls to diſpute down-right againſt Tray 
ſablamiation it (elf, where he tells the Req 
der, that this Anſwer of Chriſt*s Body beine 
hypoitatically united with the Drvine Nature,s 
indeed a good argument to prove the Body of 
Chriſt cannot be there by Tranſubſtantiation, 
And I deſite the Reader to be 2 
to the argument as it is propos d by the P- 
for ; for othetwiſe perhaps it may coſt him 
the labour of a ſecond reading. If the 
Bread, ſaith he, p. 113. be converted into 
that Body of Chriſt, which is bypoſtatically »- 
nited with the Divine Nature, then the Con- 
verſion is not meerly into the Body, but inte 
the Perſon of Chriit, and then Chriſt hath 1 
many Bodies hypoſtatically united to him, « 
there are Elements conſecrated : and ſo all the 
accidents of the Bread belong to that Body of 
Chriit which is bypoitatically united with the 
Divine Nature, Therefore the Body of Chrif 
cannot be in the Sacrament by Tranſubſtantiati- 
en. This is his argument, which he calls 2 
Ceod One. I am fureI may call it a ſublame 
one, and fo ſublime,that there wants only an 
Adverſary of the ſame hu- 
Dr. 2. Preface mour with Mr. F. S. to 
to his Sermons, ſet it out for a notable 
piece of new ical Di- 
VIM), 
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vinity, For I do verily believe that neither 
Harphins- nor Ruub roc hius, nor the profound 
{other Juliana have any thing in their wei- 
tings ſo ſeemingly un intelligible, and contra- 
ditory, as this diſcourſe of the Doctor's 
is really ſach. For (beſide the hard words 
of hypoſtatical union , conſecratea Elements, 
Conver fron into the Perſon of Chriſt, &c. which 
quite put down Mr, F. S. s vulgar ones of 
Pentiality, Aftuality, Actuation, ſuper vent 
ſalſame Nc.) Firſt, He will have it to be 
the ſame Body, be cauſe it is that Body which 
s Ipe#tatically united with the divine nature, 
Then he will have it not to be the ſame Be- 
9, dec au fe Chr Tl Nos. 4 have AS many Bodies, 
8 there are Elem:nts conſecrated. And then 
gun it muſt be the [ame Body, becauſe al 
toe Accidents of Bread belong to that Body, 
which is hypoſtatically united with the Divine 
Nature, But this way of refining a diſ- 
wurſe into Myſtical Divinity is proper only 
„ confute demonſtrations ; and the argument 
are to deal with is fo far from that, that 
! carries not the ſhow of a Probability. Fot 
|! the Bread be converted into that Body of 
Unft which is hypoſtatically united with the 
teme nature. and not mcerly into that, but 
mo the Perſon of Chriſt, does it follow that 
te bath us many Bodies npoſtaticallj united to 
in & there are Elements conſecrated ? No 
hore, than becauſe the Bread, the Fleſh, the 
L Fil 
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Fiſh which he eat upon Earth, were conver. 
ted into the ſub/Fance of his Body, and hype. 
ſtatically united to him, it follows, that he 
had 4s many bodies bypoſtatically united to 
him, as there were ſeveral meats eaten by 
him. Before Digeſtion or Converſion they 
were diſtinct ; by Converſion they were made 
the ſame body. Burt if this will not ſerve the 
turn, he wants not a falſe ſuppoſition,to blind 
his Reader with, Vg. that we make the Ele- 
ments, i. e. the Accidents of Bread, ( for ne 
we will have nothing elſe remain after Conſe- 
cration, in ſpight, he lays, of all the reaſon and 
ſenſe of the World.) the Object of divine wer- 
Ship, But the falſity of this ſuppoſirion I ſhall 
make appear in the next Chapter ; together 
with his ale Lit it be no more) of the 
meaning of the Council of Trent, 
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CHAP. II. 


The true State of the Controverſy laid open, to- 
gether with the Doftor's Endeavours to miſ- 
repreſent it. His manner of arguing againſt 
the Adoration of Chriſt in the Euchariſt, e- 
qually deſtrachrve to the adoration of Him, 
4 God. 


. 1. N purſuance of his former deſign, 

1 my Adverfary will now undertake 
j4i4-> to prove yet further, that pon the 
muciples of the Roman Church, no Man can 
i afured, that he doth not commit Idolatry 
wery time he gives adoration to the Hiſt. And 
li be bopes will abundantly add to the diſco- 
wing of the diſparity between the worſhip gi- 
es to the Perſon of Chriit, and that which 
s given to the Euchariſt upon ſuppoſition of 
Tranſubſtantiation. But betorc he can come 
this he muſt needs miſtake, or rather mif+ 
dur the Controverly, which he does in 
doſt ample manner z when after a great ma- 
Preambles for three Whole Pages together, 
© more to the putpoſe, than the Flewriſhes 
n great Text · leticr are to the force of a 
und, he tells the Reader at length that the 
{te of the Controverſy between ws, is, whether 
R 2 proper 
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proper divine worſhip may be given to the Ele. 
ments , i. e. the Accidents ) on account of 
Chnit's corporal preſence under them ? But, 
({ whatcver Divines diſpute concerning the 
Worſhip of the Accident] 
Lib. of Proph. the objcit of Catholicks A. 
feet. 20. n. 26. doratton (as Dr. Taylor in- 
genuouſly confciles ) In, 
(it is repreſented to them in their mind, 
their thoughts and purpoſes ) in the B. Sas 
ment is the only trruc and Eternal God hypoſts 
tically jorned with his Holy Humanity : And 
— aleq! ently the Qucſtion becween us, is, 
ether ſuppoſinz eur Lord Chriſt to bereal 
— at under the Sacramental figus, the fame 
proper diving worſbip be not to be given to lin 
there which is due to hu Perſon, wherever #t 
preſent by Hpoſtatical union with his ſacred 
Humanity ; Let the Doctor do thus, and we 
have no — 2 with him; which is an eu- 
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e 
dent & INC Q eſtion between us, 1s t 
not, 2 s ne —— whether the ſame Adotau- y 
On cuzitto Vveginhcalo the Accident which Tn 
we. world give to the very Perſon of chi? Wl x: 
Hut wat my not he venture to ſay, hoff 
had the contid acc to advance fo neter i, 
da (4M) as Tt,;4c it 15 QUT Commun anſwer * 
in this matter, to excuſe our (clves from - 
olatty, that we believe the Bread to be C 
told the Reader what he was like to hndicy, 
ner the bottom of the Sack, when be men 
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with ſuch ſophiſtical Ware at the very top. 
Bat the Doctor pretends heath ſomerhing 
to lay here in his defence + aid it is this, 
that the Connes! of Trent 

hath expreſly determind SF. 13. c. 5. 
that there is mo manner of 

lub left, but that all Chriit tans ought to give 
the ſame worſhip to this Holy Sacrament, which 
they give to God himſelf. For it i not there- 
fare leſs to be worſhipped, becauſe it was Inſli- 
wed by Chriſt aur Lord, that it might be ta- 
tw, But who tells him that tre Council 
tere by the word Sacrament means only the 
liens or Accidents of Bread ? Why may it 
wt mean the Holy Vittime wh:ch « diſpenſed 
fm the Altar, as St. Auſtin did, when he 
lid that his Mother St. Aonica.had tied her 
ful faſt to this Sacrament by the bond of 
Faith ? If the Council may be allowed to 
eiplicate its own meaning, we ſhill find the 
{aſe of the word to be, the Body of Chriſt, 
id with it his Diviv iy, undet the Sacramen- 
w Veil : for , the reaſon it gives in the 
werds immediately following, (which the 
Doctor conveniently leaves out) of this a- 


"WF oration, is, becanſe we believe the ſame God 
"ls be preſent in it, of whom the Eternal Fa- 
. ther ſaid, Let all the Angeli of God adore hum. 
a this is yet more plain from the 6th, 
"0 Caron, where the Anathema is denounced a- 
met 


pſt thoſe , who ſhall ſay, that in the meſt 
K 3 H. $.4* 
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H. Sacrament of the Enchariſt, the only begut- 
ten of God us not to be adored with the worſhry 
of Latria. Buc let the Council ſay what it 
will, Dr. St. ſays, that by the Sacrament it 
mu underſtand the Elements or Accidents, a 
the Immediate term of that divine worſhip, or 
elſe the latter words , (| that the Sacrament 
ougat not leſs to be adored, becauſe it was 
in{tiruced to be taken J ſignify nothing at al. 
And why ſo? Do Catholicks underſtand no- 
thing by the Sacramert, but the Accident! 
Or was nothing mmſtzated to be taken but the 
bare ſigns of Bread and Wine ? Dr. St. is, ot 
would be, an Author of great Authority; 
and from his own Confcitiun we have it, 
(p.114.) that the Holy Sacrament according 
to Catholicks i the Body of Chriſt ander the 


Accidents of Bread. Tick arc his own words: g 
and 1 tc will not believe the Council, let 1 
him behgve hinf. If, whether he do fo, of ff ; 
no, Wen procecdiing upon his ſuppotition, ' 
that proper divine worſbip us to be gruento the i , 
Accidents he affirms, (p. 118.) that chow WM, 
net denied, that he knows of by any who nnter « 
ſtand the Doctrine or Praitiſe of the Reman 4 
Church, I leave to the Reader to judg, when WF 
he ſhall have hcard what Bellarmin, an Au- * 
thor not unacquainted with the Pedirin and WF, 

Praftiſe of the Charch, Y,; 
Bellarm.de Euch. ſays in this matter. There * 
1. 4. e. 29. & not, faith he, a de, 
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Catholick, who teaches that the External $ym- 
bol; per ſe, (that is, abſolutely) and proper - 
ly are ts be adored with the worſhip of Latria, 
but only to be reverenced with a certain inferi- 
ur worſhip , which is da: to all Sacraments. 
What we affirm i, that Chriſt u properly and 
jer ſe to be adored with the worſhip of Latvia, 
and that this adoration belongs alſo to the Syms- 
bols of Bread and Wine under which he is con- 
tuned, as they are apprebended united with Fim, 
is ſuch manner as thiſe w adored. him 49 
jareP'd wpon Earih, did net adore him alone, 
tat quodammodo, in 4 certain kind bis Car- 
ments alſo, For neither were they ſo ſcru- 
lous, 4 to require him to pat off his cloths, 
tefore they adored him, nor yet to ſeparate him 
in thenght from them, at the time of adoration g 
vt worſhipped him abſolutely, as then he wes. 
And then a little after, whatever difference, 
lith he, there may be among Divines chout 
e manner of ſpeaking, the Queſtion is 0 6+ 
ther, but whether Chriit be fo be FE, ed 77 41 
dune worſhip in the Fuchariſ? This is what 
Kirmn layss And, if the Do:tor would 


gs except againſt an Examplc from civil 
8 enſep, I ſhould tell bim. that his ſtating 
f ne Controv erly between us, concerning the 
| oration of Chrift in the Fuchariit, to be, 
; whether the Accidents be to be adored nith pro- 
„Dine Worſhip which is due to God alone ? 
5 s juſt as if a Quaker ſhouid make the Que- 
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ſtion between him and a Preteſtant concerns 
ing the worſhip ol the King in his Kobes to 
be, whether the Robes are to be worſhipped 
with the ſame Regal worſhip which is due 
only to the King's Perſon ? The ſubtilty, 
ſach as it is) is Parallel in both: Only the 
Doctor hath the furcunc to be applauded (or 
what the poor Quaker would be laughed u, 
and liifs'd out of the Court. 

| cannot doubt but the Door (Who is 
ſo well vers d in Bel. as his Ob jections ſhow) 
had tead theſe pailages in him, when he ſub- 
joins, thatCatholict to anſwer theiradverſarits 
arguments, wenld ſeem to direct their rorſt 
only to Chriſt, as under the Elements or Acci- 
dents j a pretty ſelf- comvidtion, it well ob- 
ſzrv'd, for who ſhould we believe for the 
Doctr in and practiſe of Cathelicks but theme 
ſelves? But what ke adds, that they yield, 
that on the account of this corporal preſence, 
that which appears our bt to have the | ame wur- 
Jhip given to it with that which is ſuſ poſed ir 
believed, is ſuſſiciently convinced by what 
hath been cited out of Bellarmin, in that ab+ 
ſolute ſenſe in which the Doctor charges it 
upon us, to be a meer calumny, (as Bellarmin 
calls it) for although he affitm, that when 
ChriF is worſhipped under the Symbels that 
adoration belongs allo to the Symbols, yet ttt 
ſays it is, in ſuch manner, as the adoration gi- 
ven to him upon Earth in his apparel belonged 
L 
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ts bis Garments» which he qualifies with a 
quodamemodo, after 4 certain manner z that is 
to ſay, net as it is given to Chriſt himſelf, but 
in an inſeriaur manner, as hath been above 
declared, Part 1. chap. 10. p. 190. 

j. 2. After all this turning and windin 
to mil-repreſent the ſtate of the — — 
to be, whether on the account of Chriſt's cor- 
teral preſence in the Sacrament, that which ap- 
pears (viz. the accidents of bread) eng 10 
have the ſame worſhip given to it with that 
hich is ſappoſed or believed, that is, with 
Chriſt himſelf He comes at length to ſhow, 
that won the Principles of the Roman Church 
" Man can be aſſured, that he doth not commit 
Idalatry every time he gives adoration to the 
Hoſt. To prove this, he makes uſe of a 
double Medium. The firſt, That no Man can 
be ſecure that the Object is ſuch as doth deſerve 
divine worſhip. The ſecond, That no (Man 
can be ſatisfied, that he hath « ſufficient reaſon 
for giving this worſhip to the Hoſt. And they 
re both of them impertinent to the preſent 
parpoſe, and quite overthrow his ſuppoſi- 
tion; {or proceeding upon the Principles of 
the Reman Church. and ſappoſing (as he doth 
at pref nt)« divine Revelation for the preſence 
of Chriff true God and Man in the Saccrament, 
de muſt either deny Chriſt himlelt to be ado- 
rable, or he muſt grant, that the Object doth 
deſerve Divine Worſhip, and that there is ſuffi- 
cen 
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tient reaſon to give it. He that is too Pro- 
digal in giving away, what in time he may 
need himſelf, caſts himſelf upon a neceſſity 
either of begging what he gave, or pretend- 
ing an Error in the Deed of Gift, And to 
theſe traits hath the Doctor brought him- 
ſelf, by his over · liberality in ſeppeſiag «4 like 
Atvine Revelation for Chriif's preſence in the 
Sacrament, as for his being true God, Vis 
honour will not permit him to begg, what 
he fo freely granted y and therefore he takes 
the other courſe of pretending a double flaw 
in the donation : and although his pretences 
be excluded by the very evidence of the deed, 
as it ſtands upon Record in his own Book, 
p.111, yet I ſhall give them the hearing, 
and ſhow them to have nothing at all of 
proof in them. 

1. He ſnith, y. ia0. No Man can be ſecure tlas 
the object is ſuch as doth deſerve divine wire 
Ship If you ask him why ? He tells you, the 
CAC oſs: Bell now ringt, the Hoſt is to be ado- 
red, and if he ſhonld chance to believe bus ſew 
fes, er harten to bis reaſon, he becomes an 116+ 
later by not being 4 Fool or a Mad man. A. 
gain, if he conlidet the miraculouſneſs of 
the change; it is ſo range and ſudden, be 
can hardly ſay that God becoming Man na 0 

reat 4 wonder, as à little piece of Bread be. 
coming Cod. If he be recall'd from carmel 
Reaſon to the Words of Chriſt, this is n oy 
e 
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he is told that Scripture is very obſcure, and 

trous for any one to be tos confident of the 
ſenſe of ity If he be ſent for the meaning of 
it to the anenimour conſent of the Fathers y 
be ſees the World is as full of d.ſputes concern- 
ing the ſenſe of their words, as of the Scrip- 
torts, Laſtly, If he be counſels to lay as 
fide his ſcreples, and ſubmit te the authority 
of the preſent Church, he finds that Catholicks 
ae not agreed about that neither : Some think 
it enough, that it is defined by the Pope 3 O- 
thers require the concurrence of a General 
Council, and that it be confirmed wholly 
by the Pope, and doth proceed in the way of 
a Council, $o that he ſees be may ſpend all 
bis life in the fludy and [earch of theſe things, 
and jet never be [atisfied in them, nor conſe- 
quently in Tranſubſtantiation it ſelf, which 
is now the Point he-pretends he is not ſatizfi- 
id in: wherefore it this be the only way of 
atifaft19n, he muſt forbear groing adoration, 
i be guilty of Idolatry in doing it. And doth 
he not mini ſeſtly prove himſelf here to be 
inthe caſe of the Prodigal I lately mention» 
ed, when ſuppoſing « like divine Revelation of 
the preſence of Chriſt in the Euchariſt, 4 4 
by being true God, he now ſpends no lefs 
than four whole Pages to prove that be can- 
wt be ſatisfied there is any ſuch Revelation ? 
L Schollars judge of this liberal manner 
ol proceeding, whilſt I ſpeak to the Argu- 
mMCEne 


(252) 
ment it ſelf. And, (not to tire the Reader 
with particular Reflextons upon the f veral 
difhcul:1es he ſtarts concerning tlc evidence 
of his ſenſe, the wrraculcnſneſs of the chanve, 
the obſcurity of Scripture, the conf, " ot tic 
Fathers wich have been anſwered over and 
over by Catholick Writers,) to free wy fel 
from all ſcruples in the caſe, I take the 4. 
thority of the proſ:nt Church to be ſeſſi tent for 
we. For however fome Drvines ti: ok it e- 
nough, that it be defined uy the Pope whois 
Head of the CH « Others equite the 
concurrence of : era C nuncii g nd that 
this General Conmucil DE whed | confirmed by 
the Pepe, and doth proceed in the way of i 
Council: Yer | am furc thit nove of thee 
are wan irg in the point of Tranſubftantizti- 
on. For it hath ocen defined long agu both 
by Popes and Councils, and received as laws 
fully defined by the whole Church Catholick, 
that cer Lord Chriſt is truly and really pre- 
ſent in the Sacrament, by the converſion of the 
Elements into his Body and Blood y and theres 
fore ( for any thing the Doctor hath (id in 
this matter) I may ſecurely give the ſame 
proper divine worſhip to him there, which ig 
due to his Perſon, without fear of Idolatry. 


$. 3. But becauſe the Door profeiſes 
that the end why he took this way, was 4 
bope he had that tt would abundanily add to the 
ad 
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diſcovering the diſparity between the worſhip 
erven to the Perſon of Chriſt, and that which is 
even to the Enchariſt upon ſuppoſition of Trane 
ſubſtan en. I] thall in the next Plice 
ſhow, how he hath failed of this Fd; and 
there w'!l ned no more to do it, but to 
ſuppoſe: Sato take up his own argu- 
meu, 21d rccort it vpon him in the point of 
the worſhip of Ch, 15 God, And it he ap- 
prove not my \nſwer for good, it will be 
expected tro n him to give a better. Behold 
then a Sorrvian 1 ; ſing the argument in 
Dr. Sts own Mood and Figure, The chimes 
ow ring al in tu church, where I mutt give 
the ſame divine worſhip to Chrift, as to the 
Eternal Father. But ſtay (ſaith the Cocinian) 
bow can 1 be ſecure, that the object i ſuch 
# deſerves divint wor ſhip ? If I ſhould chance 
to believe my (enſes pand hearken tomy reaſon, 
which can diſcover nothing in him, bur his 
Wimanity y I become an Idolater by not being « 
Fool, or a Mad man. gain, it I confider 
lhe miraculous union of the Divine and Hu- 
wave Nature in one Perſon ; ic fcems more 
france to me, that Man ſhould be God than, 
wat the Papriſts ſuy, that Bread ſhould be 
converted in o his Body. Muſt I rely on the 
bare words of Chrift, I and the Father are 
One 3 buc | am told by no Ic ſs a Man than 
K. Peter that there ate certain 

things in Scriptere hard to be K Pet. 3. 16. 


under. 
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ander ſtood, which the unlearned and unſtabl; 
deprave to their own perdition, and therefore 
it muſt necds be dangerous for me to be tug 
confident of the ſenſe of it, in ſo difficult x 
point, I have heard there have been great 
diſputes concerning the meaning of theſe 
words among the Promitroe Chriitians ; And 
What a caſe am 1 in then, if thoſe words 4s us 
prove it ? Maſt I have recourſe for the in- 
terpretation of them to the pes cen · 
ſent of the Rathers Alu, what relief us this 
to my anxious mind! For I ſce the World u 
full of diſputes concerning the ſenſe of their 
words, as well as the Scriptures, And I have 
heard of a late Author, one Chriitopharu 
Sandi, who in a Set-Treatile contends 
that the greateſt part of thoſe Fathers, who 
are eſteemed orthodox, deny the Son to be 
conſubſtentially One with the Father, In this 
great confuſion, what ground of certaimty have 
I to fland upen, whereby to ſecure my mind 
from the Commiſſion of A great ſin ? While 1 
am in this Labyrinth, beheld 4 kind Catholick 
offers to give me eaſe, and tells me theſe are 
oubts and ſcruples, I onght not to trouble my 
ſelf about : The Authority of the preſent Church 
is ſufficient for me, But how ſhall I know what 
he means by the Authority of the preſent Church. 
For I find Catholicks themſelves are not agrtid 
about that neither. May I be ſure, of the 
Pope, who is Head of the Church ſay u Ne, 
uu 
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not wnleſs he defines it ? But may I be ſore 
then ? No, not unle(s a General Council con- 
cr, But may I be ſure if a General Council 
lter mint it ? Ter, if it be confirmed wholly 
by the Pope, and doth proceed in the way of 4 
Council : But bow ii it poſſible for me to judge 
of that, when the intrigues of actions are Ms 
I ſee then, if this, or any of thele, be 
the only way of ſatisfattion, I muſt forbear gi- 

the ſame adoration to Chrift, as to the Fa- 
ther, or be guilty of Idolatry in doing it. Be- 
hold here the Doctor's argument return'd 
upon himſelf z and if it have any force a- 
gunſt the adoration of Chriſt in the Euch 
nt, it muſt have the ſame againſt the wor- 
ſhip of Him as God. And what a caſe is 
Chriſpanity in, if it depend upon his ſolving 
his own Argument ? But his ſcraples ate not 
ct at an End, 
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CHAP. III. 


of Dr. St. / Scruple about the Hoſts not bring 
conſecrated, for want of Intention in the 
Prieſt 3 and His miſtake of the true Reaſon 
of erving CA doration to Chriit in the $6 
crament. 


bout the Frieſf's Intention, ot 
rather not Intemtion to Conſe 
crate ; and I confeſs I never met with 2 
Man fo «nevenly ſcrupulons as be is y that is, 
ſo reſolute in ſome caſes were he of our mind) 


6. T* Doctor's next Scruple is 2. 


as in ſaying his Prayers to the Sun, and offeriny 
wp the Hoit to an Imare : and yet ſo ie 
in others, as in this of not dating to ade 
Chrift himſelf, ( were be of onr mind in tie 
Point of Tran[ubi antiatioa / as luppoled pre- 
ſent in the Sacrament, ſot fear the Hoft ſhould 
not be conſecrated through defect or malice 
of the Priefl, Suppoſe, ſaith ix, (p» 123.4) 
I am ſaticfied in the Point of Tranſubflanti 
ation, (by which you fee he {:t himſelf to 
fight againſt it at the ſame time that he told 
us he would ſuppoſe it) it 1 not enough for 
me to know in general, that there i ſuch 4 
change,but I muſt believe particularly that — 
175. 


, 
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ed to be changed ſo, which I am to w3r ſhip; 
And by — can 1 be ſure of that Ps 
is a very evil thing to be troubled with too 
many ſcruples : W hile the mind is perplex- 
ed with them, the tongue runs unawares into 
Contradiffions, What is it elſe to Gay, that 
be is te worſhip that very Bread which he muſt 
believe to be changed ? What common ſenſe 
will charge him to honour that, which be 
muſt believe nor to be there? This hath a 
liſh of the old Leaven, that Catholicks be- 
lieve the Bread to be God And I fee a caftome 
of any thing, though it de ſelf- comradiftion 
will turn by degrees into a ſecond nature, 
lut to let this pals, and attend to his ſctuple. 
Here he would ſeem to return again to his 
brmer ſuppoſition of a like divine Revela» 
ws for Chriff*s Preſence in the Euch by 
Tranſub#tamtiction, at for his being true God : 
en reality he does but ſcem to do its 
I from his whole diſcourſe, (p. 1 1 f. &c.) 
ure be ſuppoſes the ſame divine Revela- 
| Wien for Tranſubſtantiation, as for Chriff's 
Nin, it is evident he fpeaks not only of 
) {ſraſobfantiation in generalybur a' ſo in pars 
e. What means elfe his firſt Proof, 
o . ttt.) that there u 4 plain command in 
Are for adoring Chriſt himſelf, but not 
v leaſt intimation given that we art to wer- 
9 Him in the Elements , ſuppoſing Him pre- 
n there, And again, what mears his 24. 

5 Proof, 
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Proof, (p.112.) that the one gives ws ſaßt⸗ 
cient — of our werſhep, viz. that be 1 the 
Eternal Son of God bet the other doth nn, 
ſappoſing the Bread to be really converted int 
the Body of Chriſt Who fees not here that 
the ſuppoſition is of the real and. 8ndoubted 
preſence of Chriſt by the change of the Bread 
into his Body? and that he docs but endes- 
vour, to take back by parcels, what he unwy- 
rily gave away in the lem, when he raiſes 
doubts and ſcruples about the certainty of 
the change of this or that particular Bread? 
But let him contradict himſeli never ſo much, 
it makes nuthing for us. Vr muſt be guilty of 
Idolatry every time we hear Maſs, unleſs we 
can be ſure that there is a change made of 
the bread into the Body of Chrift in that ver 
particular Hoſt , which is to be worſbopped. 
And by what means can we be ſure of that? 
For, the Church, ſaith he, (p.124.) having dA. 
clared that it is neceffary, that he that conſe 
crates be a Prieſt, and that he have an intent 
of conſe rang if euther the C onſecr ator þ uid 
chance to be no Pricit, becauſe not rightly bay: 
tized ( which is no unheard of thing) or 1 
have an intention to conſecrate, they who w- 
Jbip the Hoſt, mult be guilty of Tdolatry tven 
time he celebrates. This is the mighty ſcrupie 
which torments his mind, and although the 
abſardneſs of the Afertiongthat another Man's 


defect or wickedneſs ſhould make me wer 
* 
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the crime of /delatry whether I will or no; 
might ſuffice to make any reaſonable Man to 
depoſe fo chimerical a ſcruple, yet becauſe 
he will not or cannot do it, I would ask himy 
what kind of certainty it is he would have ? 
If no leſs than certainty of Faith, or evidence 
of ſenſe will ſerve his turn, I would ask a- 
un, What like certainty hath a Child or a 

that thoſe Pet ſons whom they take, 

the one for his Father, the other for his Wife 
ue ſo in very deed ? I cannot believe him 
Þ rigid a 82 as neither to permit 2 child 
todo his duty to his Mother's Husband, till 
tt have a Divine Revelation that he is his 
ae Father ; nor a Hausband to pay the con- 
agil debt, unleſs he firſt have as much ev:- 

dence as ſenſe can give him, that Lis is not 

nun che place of Rachel: and when that is 
dune. — a Divine Revelation may be 
*clary to know whether ſhe be net marri- 
id defore to another Man ; for this allo is no 
ing. Who might not lay here, 
WS the Diſciples did on another occaſion, 


4 Muth. 19. 10. If the caſe of « Man with his 
5 Wife be [o, it is not expedient to marry ? But 


s I aid before, 1 cannot believe the Dodfer 
all be ſo rigid in this Point, But why then 
ault we be tycd up from giving worſhip to 
u, as preſent in this or that particular 
lu unleſs we be certain either by evidence 
i ſenſe ot by Divine Revelation, that it is 

$ 2 iraily 
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truly conſecrated ? It the want of ſuch a cer- 
tainty onght to make us ſuſpend our Wor- 
ſhip, I am ſure the want of the like for tree 
diſpoſition, ought to make the Communicas: 
forbear receiving. But if he ſpeak of ſuch 
4 certainty, as is uſually found in the afore- 
ſaid humane Attions, and others of the like 
natures why may not this ſuffice as well to 
ſecure Chriſtrans — ſinning in their adore 
tion, as thoſe other Perſons in paying their 
reſpeft ve duties ? Doth it happen oftner that 
a Perſon ſuppoſed to be a Prieſt is no Pil, 
(becauſe not rightly baptiFed,) than that a fe- 
ſon ſuppoſed to be a Father is not the Mas? 
Or duth it happen oftner, that a Pweſt chen 
the Pcop'e by having ne intention to conle» 
crate, than that a light Houſ-wife wheadler 1 
ſecond Man to marry her, while her Hadan 
unknown to him is yet alive ? It is not in the 
nature of Man to fin ſo frequently out of 
pare malice, as it is upon the account of 
ſome profit or pleaſare thence reſulting. 
y then muſt we be more guilty of 14 
try (though the Hef through defed?, or Mr 
lice on the Prieit's ſide ſhould happen not to 
be tra conſecrated) than ſuch a Perſon is of 
Adultery, or à Child of andutifulneſs for ha- 
ving their own good Intentions abus'd by the 
malice of others ? Wantonneſs may makes 
Wife torget ber duty : but doth not make 1 


Child criminal in doing his, to him whom he 
belic cs 


ere 
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believes to be his Father 3 And the wicked- 
wſs of a Fre (as there was one Fudas a 
mong the Twelve) may make him a Di 
but that cannot make me an Idolater. For 
whiltt my Adoration is directed not to the 
read, which I ſuppoſe ner to be there, but 
to the Perſon of vc, Chrift true God whom 
| ki: mly believe to be in every Hoit duly con- 
ſecrated, and have not the leaſt reaſonable 
cauſe to ſaſpe other ar preſent, the Action 
on my part hath all that is te quiſite to make 
it good and lawful ; and is ſo tar from be- 
ng Idelatry, that it is a real honenring of 
chit, and will be fo accepted. When He- 
theſftion was honoured by a miſtake for & - 
lexander / that great Prince was {> far from 
condemning the Perſon as a Traytor, that he 
took the honovy as done to himſelf, And in 
caſe thoſe Gentiles who were ſo deſirous to 
ſe our Saviewr, Jo. 11. 21, had cither for 
want of a Guide to dire them to the Fer- 
kn, or by the treacherous malice of a Jude 
proſtrared themſelves at the Feet of ſome 
uber: what reaſonable Man would have cun- 
demned them for Idolaters And yet we 
poor unfortunate Romans Catholicks , it it 
ſhould chance at any time to happen, that 
ether the Prieſt be u true one, or have no 
intention to conſecrate, though our Intentions 
de never ſo ſincere to adore only our Lord 
Feſus Chriſt, muſt ſtand condemned of down» 
$ 3 right 
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right Tgolatry , for ſo the Doctor calls it 
(p. 124.) and that without any Proof at all, 
but the old Iyſe dixit, that without the Inten- 
tion of the Prieſt in conſecrating, it cas be u 
thing elle. 

$+ 2. The ſecond Medium he takes (p. 125 
to prove that pon the Principles of the Reman 
Church no Man can be aſſured, that he doth ugt 
commit Idolatry every time he gives adoration 
to the Hoſt, is, that no Man — ſatisfied that 


he hath ſufficient reaſon for giving this worſhip 
to it, And the ſubſtance of the reaſon he 

ives, is, becauſe if I worſbip Chriſt, ſuth 
4 in the Sacrament, it u upon account of bi 
corporal preſence, and he finas it generally & 
greed by the Doctor: 7 the Roman Church tha 


the humane Nature of Chriſt conſidered alone, 
ought not to have divine honour given to ity 
and hotly diſpated among them, whether Chrif 
bumane nature, though united to the divine, 
eught abitrattedly conſidered, to have any trac 
divine honour gives it. And what will be 
infer from hence ? That therefore he cannot 

ſatisſicd, that he hath ſufficient reaſon 
for giving true divine honour to the humane 
nature of Chrift conſidered alone, or abRrat- 
edly, in the Sacrament Much good may it 
do him. But what is this to the purpole ? 
Do Catholick; adore the Humanity of Chriit 
«lone, or abitrattedly in the Sacrament ? Do 
they ſeparate, or abftrat? in their minds and 
, thoughts 
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thoughts his Body from his Perſon, when 
they adore him there ? No more than the 
Wiſe-men did, when they adored him in the 
Manger, or the Apoſtles, when they a4s- 
red him after his ReſurredH4on ; Ot, than he 
is adored now at the right hand of his Fa- 
ther. All thoſe Precifions and Confider ations 
the Door ſpeaks of, are only in the Heads 
of the Schoolmen , when they arc diſputing, 
not in the minds of Chriſtians, when they 
xe adoring, The object they adore,whether 
in the Sacrament, or out of it, ste only» 
begotten Son of God made Man, without [6 
prrating or abſtracting one nature from ano- 
ther, any more than we do the King 5 Boa 
from his Soul, hen we worſhip him. And 

as Mr. Thorndike very 
well obſerves, whoſo:- Epil. 3. part. p. 350. 

ver propoſeth not to 
himſelf the conſideration of the Body and Blood 
of Chriſt, as it is of it ſelf, and init ſelf 4 
meer Creature ( which he that doth not on pu- 
poſe cannot do ) cannot but concerve it, as he 
believes it to be, being 4 Chriſtian : And con- 
ſequently the promary reaſon of his adoration, 
is the divinity there preſent, 1, but lays the 
Doctor, when I worſhip Chriſt as in the Sger a+ 
ment, I muſt worſhip him there upon the account 
bis bodily preſence, for I have no other rea- 
n, to worſhip him in the Sacr ament, but be- 
cauſe bis Body i preſent in it. And what may 
8 4 this 
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this mean ? Have the Niceties and Preciſuss 
of the Schools fo perplex'd his unde / ſtand- 
ing, that he hath loſt the very , Notions 
of Chriſtianity ? Is it not Chriit's Body ? 
Are (hev not the very words of Chriſt, Thu 
u my Body? And is not Chrift true God? 
How comes It ro paſs then that he hath Rg 
other reaſon to worſhip him in the Sacrament, 
but becauſe his Body i preſent in it ? Thus in- 
deed is the reaſon wuy his Divinity, as Hy- 
fatically united to ts Humane Nature 1s pre- 
= in the Sacrament ; but the reaſon of his 
ing adored there is his Divinity and not his 
Body. Philoſophy tells us, that it is one 
thing that makes a Man to be in a place, and 
another, that makes him to be worſhipped in 
that place: and yet he would not be wor- 
ſhipped there for this latter, unleſs he were 
preſent by vertue of the — The ſpe 
culation may not ſeem fo clear to ſuch as 
are not vers'd in the Schools ʒ but an example 
will make it plain. There is a Preacher in 
the World much admired and honoured by 
his Party in the Pulpit, That which makes 
him to be preſent there, ( or is the reaſon of 
his preſence theres) is his Quantity or Bodily 
Dimenſions ; but what he is admired for and 
bononred, is his Wit, his Eloquence, his Zeal 
againſt Papiſts, Xc. Ila ſe ate the Quair 
11:5 tor which I hear he is applauded, and! 
ealily believe it. But if my Adverſaries a 
cour 


1 
courſe be good ( whom I take to have as 
much Eloquence, and to be of & ſubtil a wit, 
and of as flaming a Zeal as the other) I 
muſt tell his Admirers they are in a very 
great Errour, as to the reaſon of their admi- 
ration : and I doubt not but to make it ap- 
pear upon his own Principles. For I find it 
—1 5 Arted by all the d, Philoſophers, 
and by the Dodfors alſo at preſent of beth li- 
niverſuies, that Quantity, or corporal dimen» 
ſow, conſidered alone, ought not to have ci- 
vil worſhip given to it: and I find it very 
uncertain, whether the Body ic ff though 
onited to the Soul, ought, abſtraFedly conti- 
dercd, to have any true civil honovy given it. 
But 1 am moſt certain that the only reaſon why 
he is preſent in the Pulpit, is his Quantity or 
Budily dimenſions ; Therefore if they will e- 
wer Or admire him in the Pulpit, it muſt be 
upon the account of his bodily preſence, ot 
corporal dimenſions j and not for thoſe other 
great parts and abilities tor which they have 
nitherto admired him in that place, for if 
they conſider well, they have no other reaſon 
ls bonour him, as in the Pulpit, but becanſe his 
Body is preſent in it. And I am of Opinion, 
that if any thing can cure them of their Fr- 
uur, it will be the Parallel Argument, he 
drings againſt the worſhip of Chriſt in the 
Sacrament, Viz, that becauſe worſhip muſt 
de given him there upon the account of his 
bodi!'y 
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bodily preſence, as the condition why his 4. 
vimry as united with his humane Nature is 
there preſent ; Therefore his Boaily Preſence 
and not his Divinity united to it, muſt be 
the reaſon of adoration. As for what he adds 
(p. 127.) That ſuppoſing Tranſubitantiatios 
his Divinity ſhowld be there in 4 particaly 
manner preſent to mo End I ſuppoſe he 
means by that particular manner, the hy 
Hatical wnion with his hamane nature wher- 
ever it is: And doth it not well become 1 
Maſter in Iſrael to affirm that ſuch a preſence 
of the Divinity would be to no end, when 
and where himſelf ſuppoſes the Body of 
Chriſt to be really and ſubſtantially preſent ? 
There wants but one ſtep more, to deny that 
the hypoRatical union of the Divine Natur: 
to the Humane was neceflary at all either for 
Chriff's offering himſclf upon the Croſs, or 
now at the right hand of his Father ; for al- 
though the Ceremony of offering him upon 
the Altar be performed by the Prieſt, yet 
Chriſt himſelf is there alſo both offerer and 
Oblation, Prieſt and Fidtim, as the Fathers 
teach. L S. Greg. Nifſ. Orat. 1. de Reſurr, 
S. Ambr. in P[.31.1. Chryſoſt. Ho. 24. in 1. 4 
Cor. Well, but the Divinity of Chriſt mali 
not the leaſt manifeſtation of it ſelf in the $& 
crament to our carnal ſenſes 3 And mutt 
this hinder us from giving him the worſky 
due to his Perſon ? Is it got enough = we 
nuW 
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know Him to be there by divine Revelation, 
as the Doctot at preſent ſuppoſes we do ? 
What other manifeſtation had the Divinity 
of Chriſt made of it ſelf to the Baptiſt, when 
before the appearing of the Holy Ghoſt he re- 
fuſed to Baptize him? An evident fign that 
he reverenc'd him as the Son of God, Matth. 
3.13,14, Did not our Saviour himſclf,when 
St. Peter conſeſſed him to be Chriſt the San of 
the living God, declare that Fleſb and Blood 
bad not revealed this to him, but his Father 
which is in Heawen ? And upon that very ac- 
count pronounce Him Bleſſed? Matt. 16. 17. 
But it ſeems the Bleſſing is now revers'd,and 
inſtead of Bleed are they that have not ſeen, 
ad yet have believed, Jo. 20. 29. We muſt 
now ſay, Bleſſed are they who will not believe 
onleſs they ſee, Dr. St. p.561. . 5. And what 
will the end of this C but the baniſhing 
faub and Chriſtianity out of the World? 


j« 3. After all theſe endeavours to wreſt 
out of our hands the ſuppoſition he ſo freely 
granted (p. 1 10.) of the ſame Revelation for 
Chriſt's Preſence in the Enchariſt,as for his Di- 
vinity, he would bring the buſineſs at laſt to 
t Compoſition, if we will beg of bin to yie'd 
that the Body of Chriſt being preſent, his Divi- 
nity i there preſent too. And I am not ſo 
dice, (if it will come no cheaper way) as not 
to begg it of him, for Chriſtianity's ſake : — 

cn 
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then he adds that even upon this ſuppofiti- 


on, that Chriſfl*'s Divinity ij preſent with hi 
Body in the Sacrament, (p. 127. ) his mind 
muſt ill mnavoidably reft unſatisfied as to the 
Adoration of the Hoſt, For, ſuppoſing the di 
wine Nature preſent in any thing gives 1 
ground upon that account, to give the ſame wor- 
Ship to the thing wherein he i preſent, as I & 
to Chrift himſelf. But here again herelapls 
into his former ate of rhe Controver, 

whichCin ſpight of the practiſe of Catholicks, 
which is to adore Chriſt under the Accidents, 

in like wann'y as he was worſhipped in his 
Apparel,) he will have to be, that prover 4. 

vine wor ſbip is to be given t#-4he Accidents: 

For, this is what he means here by the Hofs 

Let him ſtate the Queſtion as it ought to be, 

that is, Whether Chriſt may not be worſhipped 

under the Accidents as will as tn his G armen 

Or (if he will needs mix the @ueftions of the 

Schools with thoſe of Faith) Whether the Ac 

cidents may not be worſhipped together with 

Chrift, in like manner as his Garments wert 

worſhipped together with Him ? And the Core 

trovetſy will quickly be at an End, But, 

(not to tire the Reader with following him 

in his Repetitions) his ſcraple, if I miſtake 

not, at preſent, is, why, ſuppoſing the divine 

nature preſent in any thing grues no ground i 
worſhip every thing in which he us preſent z yet 
his preſence in the Euchariſt ſhould be a/. 
ci 
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dent reaſon to worſhip the Accidents toges 
ther with him? And 

to this I give Bellar- lib. 4. de Euch. c. 30. 
min's anſwer, (which 

| rake alſo to be the ſenſe of Greg. de Ys 
lentis, in the place cited by the Doctor. 
Longe aliter Chriſtus eſt in Euchariſtia, &c. 
That Chriſt in the Euchariſt in a far differ - 
ent manner, than God is in other things, For 
in the Euchariſt there is but one only Sappoſi.. 
tum, and that divine: AL other things there 
preſent belong to that, in a certain manner 
make one with that, though not in the ſame 
manner. (mark that) Hence it is that the 
whole 13 rightly worſhipped together, as we ſaid 
before of Chriſt apparell'd. But although God 
be in all other tlungs, yet not ſo, that he is 
one Suppoſit um with them, nor is there ſuch an 
linion between God and the Creature. in which 
be is, that they can be ſaid to be in a manner 


One, By this it appzars, that as Greg. de 
Falentia de ſervedly calls this preſence of 
„% to the Accidents, an admirable Con- 
junFion, fo the Doctor unjuſtly impoſes up- 
8 on Bellarmin, that be grants as grear an N 
„ ical union between Chriſt and the Acc 
„ %% 45 berween the divine and humane Na- 
„e for although Bellarmin ſay, that 4 
5 things there preſent, in 4 certain manner make 
6- one with the Suppoſitum, yet he declares ex- 
of preſly, that it 15 nor in the ſame manner, But 


ere 


(270) 

here the Door complains of «#-intelligible 
terms and notions uſed in this matters And 
might he not do the ſame with as much ter 
ſon of the term and Notions uſed by the 
School-men in explicating the myſteries of the 
Trinity and Incarnation f How un-intelligible 
foever the School-terms y_ to him, yet it 
is very eaſy to unde tſtand that neither Grey, 
de Valentta, nor Bellarmin mean to give 4 
vine honour to the Accidents for themſelves; 
and yet much eaſier to underſtand what 
Chri;an People me, when they profebs, 
th: Object of their Adoration in the Exch 
riſt, to be the only begotten Son of God ander 
the Accidents of Bread and Wine, As for 
what he alledges out of Yaſque7, that ſup- 
poſing the preſence of Chriſt to be the Ground 
of Adoration , it ollows in his Op mon, 
that God may very lawfully be adored by ws in 
any created Beeing , wherein be it intimate!) 
preſent 3 | have ſpoken to it in the 8th. 
Chapt. of the 1, Part: And as V 
himſelf acknowledges the danger of that 
Doctrine if it ſhould be commonly and pub* 
lickly put in pradiſe by the People, | tor 
poſſibly there may be another conſideration 
tor Philoſophical and Contemplative Men in 
their private Devotions, as St. Leo there ci- 
ted ſeems to grant) fo if the Doctrine be 
Good, what follows from thence is that 
Chriſt, being ſuppoſed to be really preſent 

in 
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in the Sacrament, and in à particular man- 
ner by Tranſubſtantiation,may moſt certain- 
ly be adored in it. Yaſquez was a Man of 
great learning, and of a ſearching wit, but 
it is noted de u as of Lactanttius, that he 
was more ſabtil in o ing the Opinions 
of others, than ſolid in efabliking — 
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CHAP. IV. 


Dr. St.'s Fundamental Principle of judgi 
of matters propoſed to our Belicf by Seale 
and Reaſon , ſhown to be abſurd is it ſelf, 
and deſtruitive to Chriſtianity, 


6. bo E come now to the Do- 
Qor's Second Propofitis 
p.130 on, that there are not the 


ſame Motives and Grounds to believe the Do- 
arine of Tranſubſtantiation, that there art tn 
believe that Chriſt is God : which, he faith, 
I affirm without any appearance of reaſon. And 
be would gladly know what excellent Metre! 
and Reaſons theſe are, which ſo advantageenſy 
recommend fo abſutd 4 doitr ine as Tranſab- 
flantiation ,, to make any Man think he hath 
reaſon to believe it. He i ſure, he ſaith, i 


Os 4 1 7 
gives the greateſt ad vantage to the Enemits i 


Chriſt's Divinity, to ſee theſe two put together 
% equal terms, as though no Man could hrt 
reaſon to believe Chriſt to be the Eternal Son of 
God, that did not at the ſame time ſwallow the 
ercateit Contradiftions to ſenſe and reaſon i. 
maginable, This is a Topick, in which the 
Doctor wonderſully delights himſelf (as all 
o:hers have done before him who have et- 

ſerted 
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ſerted the Faith of the Church.) We have it 
wer and over at every turng as if the whole 
Syſtem of Chriſtian Faith, and every — 
lur Article of it, were to be meaſured by the 
Standard of Senſe and Reaſon i ſu that if ny 
thing ſeem! abſurd and contr adiffory to them, 
no grounds or motives can recommend it ſs 
idvanmtageonſly, as to make any Man think he 
hath my, to believe it, This is what lics 
it the bottom of his Diſcourſe z and him · 
ſelf lays it down for the only Principle ot 
Criterium by which we are to judge q the 
Trath of Divine Revelation, when in his ſe- 
cond Caſſe of Principles, he affirms, There 
un be no other means imagi- 
rd whereby we are to ja of p 561.8.5, 
the Truth of drvine Revelation, 
bit « Faculty in ut of diſcetning trath and 
lab in matters propor'd to our Belief : 
which if we do not exerciſe in judzing the 
trat h / divine Revelation,we muſt be impoſed 
wen by every thing which pretends to be ſo. 
The perlect dif. uiſion of this Prei. I 
hill not engage my (lt in at preſent, be 
M:n of Principles, (as the Doctor c 11s m 
dt without juſt cave) à e likely enough 
to take it into Conſideration a ſecond , and 
perhaps a third time too. t preſent it 
may ſuffice ro ſhe v bricfly cow ablers wn it 
FF, and how deſtruftrve to Chrifttan Keligion 
is Principle of the Docs is, Viz. 28 

T we 
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we are to judge of the truth of divint Revels 
tron, (i. e. whether God have revealed ſuch 


a thing, or 2 by exerciſing our Faculty of 


diſcerning truth and falſhood in matter, pro- 
poſed to our belief: that is, by making our 
Reaſon the Fudge, whether the matter pto- 
oſed to our belief be true or falſe, This 
is what I can underſtand by the Dodtors 
words to be his meaning, If He can give 
them a bettet, I ſhall be glad to find my ſel 
miſlaken. But if this be (as to me it ſcems 
to be the ſenſc of his words, am ſorry that 
any ching ſo irrational in its ſelf, and ſo ſuil 
to Religion, ſhould procced from the Pen of 
a Chriftian. For firſt, as I ſaid, it is abſurd 
in i ſelf, becauſe it can by no means ſublift, 
unleſs we will equal Man's knowledge with 
that of Ged. Fot, it Mas cannot comprehend 
the depth of the Enow'edge and power of God, 
(that is, if God both know and can do, more 
than Ma Can wnderſtand ) it is eviden!, that 
the jodęment of ſenſe and reaſon about the 
Truth of the matter propoſed, can never be 4 
fir me ins to aſſute him whether C have 
fevealed it, or 2 and it is as evident oq 
the contrary, that if it be [efficiently propor 
ſed and aſſetted as revealed by God, though 
it cem never fo abſord and contrad-Aory to 
hum nc ſenſe and reaſon we muſt ſubmit out 
jud ment to the belief of it, as True. I. 
not Ali out tealonings and [y log 1/ms 22 
te 
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i mute propoſed, that can excuſe us from 
the Obligation of ceptiveting os Unde fang- 
ing ts the Obedience of Chriſt, 2 Cor. 10. 5, 
Tast which ſeems a Camel to us, is not fo 
much as a Ct to the knowledge and pow: r 
of God ad therefore rather than give Him 
the lye, we muſt train our felves to [wellow 
what ſcems to be the greateſt Contradidtion to 
Senſe and Reaſon [maginable. Our firtt Mo- 
ther Eve, by taking part with her ſenſe a- 
urſt Fauh deſtroyed her Seif and Poſterity 
b believing the Devi. rather than Gedy and 
what more ſuitable Penance for this Fault, 
or Cure for this Pride, than for God to exat 
of us, that we ſhould believe Him rather than 
our ſenſe ? and this particularly in the point 
of Tranſubſtantiation of te Bredd into the 
Body of our Redeemer : that as by following 
ſerſe, and eating the fruit of the Tree of the 
tale, Of Grod and Evil, Deich came 
von 511 both of Soul and Body; fo all may 
receive Lite by denying the ſuggeſtions ot 
*nle. and caring the true food of the Body 
of Chrift, under the forme of Breads 249, 
k is d:freive to Chriſtianity, ſince if we 
mk bel.eve nothing but what our Sexſe and 
Reſon cin comprehend , we muſt lay aſide 
our Creed, and neither believe the Creation 
of the World, nor the Trinity of Pe: ſons, 
tor the Incarnation of the Son of God, not 
ihe Reſudreffion of the Dead: all which ſcem 
. to 
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to imply as many and great Abſerdities ard 
Contradiftions, as the Doctor, ſor his heart, 
can Od ject againſt Tranſubſtantiation. I; 
would be too tedious to inſiſt upon them 
al: Thoſe who are curious may meet with 
them every where in the Writings both of 
thoſe who impagn, and of thols who d 
the Catholick beluſ in thoſe Points, Yet to 
give the Reader a clearcr Inſight into the 4 
ſordneſs and malignity of this Principle of 


the Doctors, and how agreeable this proceed 


ing of his is in this Point to that of other 
D.ſertors of the Church's Faith: 1 ſhall in- 
ſtance in ſome of the Contradidtions object 
ed againſt the Ayſterres of the Trinty and 
Incarnation x and that in tte words of Dr, 
Beaumont (now Maſter of Peter- Houſe in 
Cunbridee) in his molt excellent Poems call d 
Pſyche, or Love's Myſtery. Verſes | know, 
in a Book of Controverſy will ſeem as impro- 
per, and come as unexp ed, as a Garden d 
Flowers in a rough and craggy Deſert ; bur 4 
Traveller will not find faulc with his Cui 
ſor Icading him thorough it, if he lead him 
not owt of his way, My Adverſary,without 
any occaſion given him, to pleaſe the 41. 
iitical humour of the Wits of the Time. 
could think fic ro tuin Spit itual Arch, and 
make ſport with the Saints in fo prophke 
2 manner, 2s is no where to be parallel d in 
the worſt ol PI Fooks, Aud I hope aker ſo 
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many hard and ſpiny Queſtions of the Schools 
wherewith he hath perplex'd the minds of 
his ſober Readers, I may have leave to di- 
vert them with citing a little Poetry, which 
doth but expreſs in Yerſe, what the matter it 
ſelf leads me to have (iid in Proſe : See then 
how the afortſaid Dr. Beaumont introduces 
a Corinthian Herctick endeavouring to ſeduce 
pſycl e (that is, the Soul ) from 

the belief of the MyHerier of Canto 15. 
the Incarnation and Trinity upon 

Dr. Sr. 5 Principles of Senſe and Reaſon. 


[ 213] 


Mind Ignorance was grown ſo bold, f that he . pet 
Sought to perſuade the World it had no res, Cate 


Making the lazy Name of Myſtery —_— 
laſtead of Demente ation luſſice. =» — 4 
6 From this black Pic thoſe monſtrous Prodigies * the Myſle- 
0 es of the 
Of Hord-wink'd and abuſed Faith did rife, * 9 — 4 
1 
5 [214] (4/441i48 


o an imagin Heaven would ere ob rude 
* Upon the Faith of Reaſonable Men, 

+ WH That which againſt af Rexſon doth conclude, 
1d And founded is on Concradifien ? 
dt Grd ſo flrange 4 Law did never give, 
That Men muſt not be Men if they believe. 
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[ 219] 


Was moulied up but of a Afertal Mettal, 
\nd thee bis fuhflance was the ſame, which we 
Find in „ur (-lves to be ſo weak and brutle 
{+ ai. Erernal God they make Him too, 
Ind angry are, tha: we will nor ds ſo, 
[ 210 | 
(ba b quaint madueſs of 4 dreaming Brain 
H-Ids re (me thing » Afountain and u Mite 
Frnc'es the Sun, Let Royal Soveraign ) 
Lo look like ſwarthy and N ne, Night : 
Imanins wretched Worms, al:l-ouk t fee 
Tiley crawl in D rr, 14 tom K ing to be. 
[ 221 
Br: Heaven tor bid, thit we ould fo Hatten 
And think ou God, & poor 4 thing u we. 
H wv can Eten be born in Time? 
How can Infinity a Baby be? 


To Age Hy tor ſcar of Herred Sword ? 
[L226 
I know they ſtrive to mince the mutter by 
Diſtng wiſhing bs Natures, For their 47 
Pe ng atham'd of no 4abſwrdiry 


Yer we curſt not «dnit a De, 
Which muſt on a d:ſi:n4:05 builded be. 


Or ho can Heaven and Earth's Almighty Lud 


N mſel! from his own felf preſumes to pure. 


ca For though the Marvel- Mong ers grant that He 
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[227] 
But how much more than Mad, their doQrine is, 
And how tranſcendiag Pag an BA, 
Who not content to make 4 God of T his 
Both Paſfible and Mortal Jeu. try 
To thruſt Him into one ſubſtantial knot 
Wich bis Eternal fire, who Him begot ? 
[ 228] 
Tw yet not Two, but One theſe Two muſt be, 
Nay and a Third into the knot they bring, 
The ru muff come in to make up Three, 
And yet theſe Three be but one le Thing. 
Thus {oft and looſe they play, or n aud odd, 
And We a juggling Trick muſt have for God, 
C229) 
If God be One, then let Him be fo (6 ll, 
Why jumble we, we know not what together? 
Did a the World not know their God untill 
This old blind Age diſcover'd Him > Did neicher 
The nat believe, nor Prophets (ee 
Aight, becauſe They took wor One for Three # 
[231] 
Let Love and Duty make of Chrift as high 
And Glorious « Thing, as Wit can reach, 
Provided that againſt the Deicy 
No Injury nor Secriledge they preach ; 
If only on ſuch terms He loyd may de, 
the to negle# is Pty, fay we. 
T 4 
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And then a little aſtcr he concludes. 
[2347 
For If your Faith relies on Men, who are 
Ti-enſelyes but founded and bui't op of &f, 
It y»- by Reaſon's Rule difdain to ſquare 
Yo 1 p ety, and take your God on Truf, 
( Wlvcu Heaven forbid } You only ze a Prize 


Un 1» poſior*s fair-tongu'd Fallacies, 


Thus doch this Ingenioas Perſon repreſent 
an Heretick in bis true Colours arguing again 
the cAſyſteries of the Trimty and Inc 
en, upon the Prince ples with whict Drvtor 
St. in-puyrs the Dettrim of Tranſubl a 
en. a < in terms ſo qu lent, that the Dy, 
ems but to have re lol d into Proſe wh 
the other woe in Verſ- y as may appesr from 
this following Parallel. "Tis Iexorance and 
AMadneſ, Laith the Cerinthian Hereinh, to 
believe that Ged can be Three and one, and 
that CH is God. Stanz. 213.220, Tis 
Folly and Madneſs ſuth Dr. St. to believe 
Tr anſubſtantia'ion, ( He becomes an Idilater 
by not being a Fool or a Mad man.) p. 120. 
Ine Myſteries of the Trimny and Incarnatr 
en are monſtrow Produgies of abuſed Fan, 
ſai.n the Cerinthian, LZtanT, 213. Ir anjub- 
feantiation, faith D. St. 4 ſo Hrange 4d 
ſodden 4 change , that he can hardly (ay, the 


God becoming Man was ſe great 4 wonder, 4 
4 
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4 little piece of bread becoming God, p. 120. 
The Ceriathian ai ms of the Trinity and In- 
carnation that they ate againft all reaſon, and 
founded on Contradictions, Scam. 214, Dr. 
Sr. afficms of Tranſubftantiation, that it is 
tbſerd, and for a Man to believe it, be moſt 
ſwallow the great'ſt Contr adiftions to Senſe and 
77405 Imarinable, P. 130. In a word the Ce- 
rimthian makes his Senſe and Reaſon to be the 
Bale of his Faith, Stanz. 234. And Dr. Sr. 
l believe nothing that ſ ems to contradict 
Un. p.361. Only the Cerinthian »thrms the 
Diftrive of the Trinity and Incarnation to 
tmuaſcenl Pagen blaſphemy, which I do not 
Ge yer that Dr. St. bach ventured to ſay of 
the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. Perha 
he will reply to this Parallcl, that the difh- 
cul ies the Cerinthian® objects againſt the 
Trinity and Incarnation.a'c but ſeeming Cons 
rad, ons, but thoſe in the Point of Tran- 
[abPantiztion are real ones: but then he muſt 
grunc according to his Principles, that whilt 
they ſeem to be Contraditions, they are not 
to be believed by theſe to whom they ſeem 
U, that is, by the wxlcarned, who arc the 
greateſt pare, Oc it they may notwithſtand- 
ing believe thoſe Myſteries, they may much 
rather believe that of TranſubRantiation, 
lice i: ſeems a greater Contt adict. on, that 
the very ſelf ſame Natwe ſhould be whole 
td «ndivided in three diſt inct Perſons, than 
thas 
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that the ſame Bedy ſhould be in wary places 
and that the Inviſible Word ſhould be mats 
Fleſh, than that Bread ſhould be converted 
into that Fleſh, How Dr, St. will extricut 
himſelf I know not but the way which 
Dr. Beaumont takes to ſecure the Seal from 
being ſtartled with theſe ſeeming Contradi- 

Gtions, is to introduce her 4s- 
Canto.16, gel Guardian, conducting her to 

Chrift's Catholick Church, the 
Ground and Pillar of Truth, And upon this 
Ground it is, (For in nis Preface, he te- 
cants aforchand, if any thing throughout the 
whole Poem ſhould happen againſt bis Inten- 
tion, to prove diſcord to the Conſent of Chriff 
Catholick Church) that he makes the Ange! 
perſwade his Pupil to contemn all the ſeew- 
my Cmmraditions, which crafty and ſabtil 
Wirs object againſt the neal Preſence of 
Chriſt's Body in the Sacrament,if not ag unt 
Tranſubſtantiation it ſolf. And becaulc ri 
Bob is not every where to be found (as not 
having been ſo often Printed as Dr. St. 5, 
becauſe there is no Prophane Inveitive in it 
againſt the Perſons and Lives of Gods Saints) 

I ſhall venture to Tranſcribe 
Canto.12, another parcel of Ferſes out of 

it, ſo proper to the preſent ſub- 
je, as if written on purpoſe by the Ingent 
ous Author, to cruſh in the Egg thoſe ſe· 
cret workings of Atheiſm and Irreligias, 
which 


(28z) 
which the aforeſaid P inciple is apt to breed 
in the Wits of this Age, under fo colourable 
i pretence, as that of not being fool'd out ol 
their Senſe and Reaſon, 


[74] 
When Teſus by his Water cl:anſed had 
His Servant's Feet, and by his Grace their Hearts 
Gewing what Prepararioa muſt be made 
By ul! who ev mean to have their Parts, 
lo his pure Banquer © down he fics again 
And chem wich Miracles doth entertain. 


And then having deſcribed the Inſtitution 
of the Sacrament, he goes on. 


[#1] 

Saeet Je, O how can thy World forget 
Their K Saviour, and bis Bounty, who 

Udo their Tables bis en ſelf hath fer ; 
Who in their Holy Cups fails not to flow, 

And in the'r Diſhes lie. Did ever Fr end 


$ ſure 4 Tokgn of his Lore com nend? 


[82] 
ali there doſt 7 ben flow and lies 
Thou h mortal Eyes diſcover no ſuch th ng 
Quick-fighted Faith reads all the Myſtery, 
And humble Pie Souls doth eah'y bring 
lo the Wunder Cabinet ; ind there 
Makes all the Jewels of this Trath appear, 


Thee 
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[83] 
Sher generouſly dares en God rely 

And truſ be Word, bow flange ſo ee it be 
If Jeſws once pronounces, This is my 

Body and Blood , Far, far, be it, cries the, 
That 1 ſhould think my dying Lord would cheat 
Me in his Legacy of Drink, and Meat. 

[84] 

(His word is moſt Omniperent, and He 

Can de what er: he ſays ; and more than ! 
Can or would vnderſtand. What is'c to me 

If He tranſcends Humare Capacity? 
Sorely it well becomes Him fo to do, 
Nor were He God, if he could not do ſo; 

C85] 

Let Him foy what He will 1 maſt deny 

Him to he God, or elſe believe His Ford; 
Me it concerneth not to ver ty 

W hw he procla.ms; I only moſt afford 
Meek Credit, and let Him al»re to make 
Good, whatſoever He is ple: d to ſpeak ) 


[85] 
Groſs and unworthy Spirits ſire They be, 
Who oſ the t Lord ſuch men Conceptions franc, 
That parting from his deareſt Conſorts, He 
No Tokens of his Love did leave wich Them, 
Bat fumple Bread and Wine ; © likely Thing, 
And wcll-becoming Heavens Magnificent King, 


Ak 


41185 
[88] 
Aik me not then, How can the Thing be done, 
What power of Senſe or Reaſon can digeſt ic ? 
Feels as you are, what Demonſiration 
$0 evident ns this, My God profeſt it ? 
And if you once can prove, that He can lie, 
This Wonder, and Him too, I will deny. 


L894 
What thank is t that you can credit that 
Which your own n & Rea/on's eye reads plain 
Heaven's much to them beholden, who will not 
Believe it higher is, than they can firain ; 
Who jealous are of God, and will not be 
duc d to ruff Him ſurtber than they ſee. 
901 
And yet had you theſe modeſt eyes of mine, The 
You in this g oem Cloud wou'd ſce the un; of the An- 
That Sun who wie y doth diſdain to ſhine 2282 
On thoſe, uh with bold prying preſs upon 
His ſecret Majeſty, Wich plainly 1 
Becauſe 1 mae no an vas ſearch, deſcry. 
[ 91] 
This is the yalorew Rrſolution 
Of Gallen: Faith: ard his will ſerve ta be 
The Bleſid Rule, by » hich s'l choſe muſt run, 
Who are the Schol avs of Humility, 
Yer I muſt tell chee Phe, irching Pride 
VV not bereaſtet thus be ſatuhf d: 


d 
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And then having inveigh'd in the fullow. 
ing Stans, againſt thoſe, who will necds 
be prying with the %,, they take for rrans 
hath fill d their brams y (that is with tre H- 
Qor's faculty of diſcerning Truth and faiſhusd) a 
into the manner how this Miracle is brou;y, Ml © 
to paſs, He concludes with theſe words is N 


favour of Tranſab it antiat ion. 7 
L991 by 

It is in vain to tell theſe Wranglers how the 
Feſw could graft cold Stones into the ſock My 
Df Abrabaw, and make them ſertil grow My 
In Iſraelites, or that the Bread he took ne 
In's daily Diet, was nor wholly ſpent, jag 
But part into his Bedy's ſubſtatce went. la 
[ 105 J pref 

In vain to tell them, hos into his Bleed 1 
The Wine be drank wet changed Any br day, 45 
For though ſuch ſpeculations noderſtood Det 


With prudent Reverence.miglht mike eaficr way 
Ne 
Unto the Myſtery ; yet Nang lers will 
Becauſe they will de fo, be Wranglers fill, 


This and much more to this Porpols, % 
(which not to ſurfer the Reader with too e 
many delicacies I omit ) faith the Aue 
of that Ile trieut Poem; in which to the fi- 
tisſaction of all that read ir. himk 1! han 
made appear to the World, what his M. MIM. 
ſly made him willing ro expe rather rm Ne. 


Oilers 
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others, that a Divine Theam is 48 tapable end 
happy 4 ſubjet# of Portical Ornament, as any 
Pagan er Humane device whatſoever. And 
would the Galant of both Sexes employ as 
many of their precious Hours in reading 
| this excellent Piece, as they do in Romances 
1nd TI Books, I dare be bold to affirm, 
(though perhaps I ſhall not be credited) 
They would find not only more ſabHance, 
but more delight in thus than in the beſt of 
them, But to return to my preſent buſineſs, 
My deſign was to let the Reader ſee how far 
my Adverſary's beloved Principles of Senſe 
vd Reaſon, are from being fit Umpires, to 
adge of matters propoſed as of divine Reve- 
tion ; particularly in what relates to the 
reſence of our Saviour in the Eucharsft, and 
| thought I could not do it better, than in 
tie words of this learned and Ingenious Au- 
ty, whoſe whole Diſcou ſe ſeems but 8 
Deſcant upon thoſe words of St. Chryſoftom, 
when ſpcaking of this My- 
len to the People of n Hom.60.44 pop. 
ch, he faith, Let ws obe 
Gd in all things and not gain-ſay Him, though 
wat & (aid, To te comtraditt both our Im. 
ain and Eyes. Let his word obtain more 
veau from us than our thoughts or fight. And 
wur let ws behave our ſelves in th: Myſteries 
(that is in the moſt Holy Sacrament) zo# 


"holding only thoſe things which lye before us, 


(viz. 
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vic. the Symbols of Bread and Wine) l# 
holding faſt bis words. For his Word u Infal. 
lible 14 aur ſenſe is eaſy to be deceived, Tha 
never fails, but this moſt frequently miſtebrs, 
Becauſe therfore the Word ſaith. This « m1 Body, 
let ws obey and belive and behold Him with th: 
eye of our Underſtanding. It the Doctor will Ml 
not do ſo, but will have his Readers to me MY i; 
ſure matters of Faith by the Rule of Senſe d 
Reaſon, and not truſt God farther than they 2. 
can ſee with them, 1 am ſure he gives 2 i Ml & 
greater advantage to the Enemies uf tie mu WM th 
Holy Trinity and Chriſt's Drvinity by fs «s WM i: 
Chriſtian a Principle, than we can pollibly do WI . 
by aflcrting a like divine Revelation for is WM thu 
being preſent in the Ewchariit, as tor his h- 
ing true God, notwithſtanding the femme. 
contradiftions that occur in it. = 
But perhaps the DoQ or wel y, that | % 
am miſtaken all this while, and tha: ne meant eb. 
mo ſuch thing by the uſe of Reaſon : For le. ca 
member now,tharwirn I poſe 

In his 34.Anſw.to upon his Atlerting, that pt 
the 1. Kell p. 7. Catholicks tvepeſe t able 
Faith of Chriſtiars ts 1 [7 

great uncertainty , by denying to Men the af. 
their Fudgment and Reaſon, as to the matter! 
of Faith propiſed by a Crurch when they ma} 
w/e it in the choice of 4 Church: (which it it 
ſay any thing to the purpoſe,it muſt be thi 


that becauſe Mew muſt make uſe of 1 
re 
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reaſon to find out the true Ground of believs 
ng(which Catholicks affirm to be the Church) 
therefore they mult believe nothing which 
the Church propoles as a matter of Faith, 
bat what the Faculty in them (called reaſon) 
of diſcerning Truth and Falſhood in matters 
propoſed to onr belief, ſhall judge to be true 
in it (elf; for otherwiſe how doth it follow 
that they expole the Faith of Chriſtians to 
certainty?) when I ſay upon this aſſertion 
of h's, I ſappoſed(and —— think] 
tut the uſe he would have of reaſon, was to be- 
leve nothing, but what his reaſon could ander- 
fund, He aſſures me(p.542.) upon his word 
that he meant no ſuch — for I believe, ſaith 
ie, an Infixite Feing, and all the Doctrines 
roealed by it in H. Scriptures, although I can» 
un reconcile all particulars concerning them to 
theſe Conceptions we call Reaſon. But here I 
oblerve lit ſt. Cas no very great ſien that he 
means not by the gzſe of Reaſon, what I ſup- 
poled) that he doth not tell us of any one 
pirticular Article he believes with that ter- 
dle condition, unleſs he mean he cannot re- 
ancile all particulars concerning the exiſtence 
f « Deity; but huddles them up in a blind 
lmverſal, that he believes all the Doctrines re- 
waled by God in the H. Scriptures i as if it 
were chough for 2 Chriſtian to believe in ge- 
a all that God hath revealed in Scrip- 
we, without troubling himſelf about the 
* Sen ſe 
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Senſe of any thing in particular, for fear of 
over-ſ{training his Reaſon to ſwallow ſome- 
thing that may ſcem a Contradiction. And 
I conſeſs the Letter of the Scripture may bes 
ſufficient Rule of ſach a Faith. 2dly, The 
Aſſertion of his expoſes the Faith of Chriſtians 
to as great ancertainty as that he charges up- 
on Catholicks y by its denying to Men the 8 
of their Fudement and Reaſon as to matters of 
Faith revealed by God in the Scriptures, when 
they muſt neceilarily wſe them to find out 
the Scriptures, and the exiſtence of 4 Dety, 
For whether the Scripture or the Church be 
ſuppoſcd to be the Ground of belicving, the 
caſe is the ſame as to the Point of Reaſon, 
Men muſt be allowed the aſe of their Jus 

ent and Reaſon in the ſcarch of both. And 
therefore he muſt cither acknowledge his 
Charge to have been groundleſs when he tax- 
ed Catholicks for expoſing Faith to ancertus- 
; or he muſt grant to Men, (though it be 
with contradicting himſelf, which is much 
eaſier to do, than to ſwallow the leaſt ſrem- 
ing Contradici ion in a matter of Faith) that 
they may and ought to make aſe of their 4. 
cerning Facnlty, as to the truth or falſbood of 
matters propoſed to onr belief, which I con- 
ſeſs I take to be the ſame, as to believe n 
moe than their Reaſon can comprehend : and 
ſo if Reaſon chance to meet with ſome ſeem 


in; Contradiction, with which it is not abie 
oc 
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ot willing to grapple,the Article ought and 
muſt be exploded for ſuch « Noa, Pro- 
digy of hood wint'd and abuſed Faith. as no 
Man can imagine God would Ore obtrude upon 
the Faith of Reaſonable Men. 

But here again perhaps he will ſay, that 
although God may impoſe upon us an i 
gation of believing againſt the Conceptions of 
our Reaſon, yet he cannot do it againſt the 
ſeggeſbion of our ſenſe, becauſe,as he aſſerts, 
p. 549. This would be to overthrow all certain» 
ty of Faith, where the matters to be believed 
depend upon matt r of Fact. But here I would 
defire to know what Angel from Heaven te- 
real'd this Docti in to him. Suppoſe in the 
cale of the two Diſcip/es at Emmane, that our 
Saviewr had vanithed out of their fight, be- 
fore he brake bread, might he not h we told 
them afterwards that it was He who had 
peared to them in a diſgaiſe, without o- 
erthrowing all the certainty of Faith, where 
mitters to be believed depend upon matter of 
Fat St. Chryſoft ome above cited I am ſute 
ws of another mind in the very point of 
Chriſt's real preſence in the Sacrament, when 
de bids us obey God in that myſtery, though 
what be ſay ſeem to contradict our thoughts 
and eyes, And fo was St. Cyril too, wen 
5 Chriſtians not to conſider it 4s n- 
'4 Bread and Wine, for it 
i faith he, the 1 and Orar.4.Catech. 
9 Bleed 
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Need of Chriit accor ding to the war ds of Chri 

himſelf. And although ſenſe do ſuggeit thi 
to thee, (v, that it is Bread) yet let Fan 
confirm thee, Do not judge of the thing by th 
tall, but know, and bold for mot certain, thit 
this Bread which is ſeen of us, is not Bread, 
though the taſt judge it to be Bread, but the Bi 
dy of Chriſt, and that the Wine which is ſcen ij 
waltheuzh it ſcem Wine to the ſenſe of taſting, 
notwithſtanding is not Wine, but the Blood of 
Chriſt. This is what theſe Hsly Fathers 
teach in this matter 3 and with great ret 
ſony ſor as God is not only Gd 

3 Kings 20, of the Hills, but allo of the Va. 

leys ; So is he God not only of 

our Reaſon, but of our Senſes alſo. And it 

the Antidote his Goodneſs hath preſcribd to 

Cure our Corrupt Nature, be prepared in ſach 

a manner as rcquires the captivating of our 

Senſe as well as of our Wnderſtanding, who 

ſhall queſtion either his Mſdame or Power ? 

He hath ſaid, Thus is my Bod, though it ap» 

pear to us to be bread. And this being but one 

Exception from the General Rale of Senſati- 

en; why that ſhould overthrow all certain 

of Faith, more than fo many exceptions, is 

the Trinity and other Myſteries lay upon the 

General Rules of our Reaſening, I leave to all 

Mew of ſenſe and Reaſon to judge. O but 

this is the ſtrangeſt of Miracles, and Airacies 

ought to be the objects of ſenſe, I grant 7 

15 
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ſuch Miracles, as are done for the Converſion 
of Unbelitversy but this is not done upon 
ſuch an account, but for the Sanitification of 
thoſe who believe already, And for theſe it 
is enough that Chriſt bath ſaid, It is h Body, 
They know very well the danger of not le. 
lieving him more than their ſenſes. And that 
others may know it alſo, I ſhall ſer it before 
them in the words of St. Epiphanize,no le ſs 
than 1300. Years ago. We ſee { faith he 
ſpeaking of the Bleſſed 

Sacrament) that It s Tn Ancor.Circ, Med, 
neither equal, nor lite 

in proportion or Image to his Fleſh, to the Ix vi- 
ſible Deity, to the lintaments of a Body, for this 
is of 4 round farme, and 722 accor ding to 
power. And yet Becauſe be was pleaſed 10 ſay 
through Grace, This is my Body, every one be- 
lieveth bis ſaying; For, who helieweth nat that 
it hu very true Body, falleth from Grace and 
Salvation, Thus much to the Doctors Prin- 
ciples of Senſe and Reaſon, Let us now fee 
wnat he ſays againſt the Grounds and Motives 
of Tranſubſt.intiation. 
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_— 


CHAP. V. 


A Check to the Dottor s bigg words again, 
the Grounds of Tranſubſtantiation z with i 
new Example of reporting fanthfully (us be 
calls it) the Wards and Senſe of an Authir, 


6. 1. O ſhow there are not the ſame 
| Grounds and Motives for Chrifts 
preſence in the Fuchariff by 
Tranſub t antiat ion, as for his Divinity, my 
Adverſary inſtances in Three. 1. The 4s 
thority of the Roman Church, 2. Cathdlick 
Tradition, 3. Scripture. And for the frf 
of theſe, Viz. The Authority of the Remes 
Church, if it have any at all, it ſtands againſt 
the Doctot for Tranſubſtantiation, and that 
ſo evilently, that he is forced to take the 
confidence (p.130.) «tterly to deny that to be 
any ground of believing at all. For my part 
I believe cvery ſober Perſon of his own Party 
will judge he had much better have ſaid no- 
thing at all. And J cannot but think how 
St. Adi, who calls the 
In PC. cont, Chair of Peter that Rock which 
Part,Donat, the proud Gates of Hell ds uit 
Ep. 162. overcome : and profeilcs that 
the Principality of the Ape 

lic 
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lick Chair did always conſerve its vigour in the 
Roman Church, would hive ſtartled to hear 
one ſingle Door fo pertly deny it to be any 
Ground at all of believing. How St. Hicrome, 
who writing to Pope Da 

maſus, ſaith, I know that up- Ep. ad Damaſ. 
a» this Rock the Charch u 

built z and whoſoever cateth the Lamb out of 
this Houſe is Prophane,%c. would have whet- 
ted his ſtile more againſt him for denying her 
Authority to be any Ground of believing at 
al, than ever he did againſt Yigilantias, for 
deriding Invocation of Saints, Veneration of 
Relicks, or Ligbting Candles at Noon- Day in 
the Church, &c, And how St. 

lrenaus would have excluded Li. 3. c. 3. 
him out of the Society of 

Chriſtians , for this peremptory behaviour, 
when he affirms it neceſſary for all other 
Churches ( convenire} to have recourſe, and 
arte with the Roman by reaſon of its more e- 
minent Principality. That this was the Drg- 
ety and Prerogative of the Roman Church in 
the time of theſe Holy Fathers, the Doctor 
himſelf cannot deny; and if he pretend ſhe 
s allen from the Purity ſhe then enjoyed, it 
is bur what the Ponatiſts his Predeceſſors in 
this point, ſaid above twelve hundred ycats 
go when (as St, ui tells , 
ws) they call'd the 4poitos © . Ce. 0. 
uk Chair, the Chair of Pe- Tuba. c. 51. 


v4 Hilence, 
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filence, becauſe it oppos d their Noweltiy, 
as it does his at preſent. And although thy 
Challenge have been oſten made, yet one o 
her Adverſarics have ever been able to ſhoy 
the time when ſhe fell from be Primitrer 
Parity, either into Schiſm, or Horeſy, Nor 
yet before what Tribunal her cauſe wis exe 
mined, or by what Fudge ſhe hath b« cv con 
demned, unleſs by themſelves, who a c ber 
Accuſers i wheres not ovly Piety, but oa 
Natural Reaſon teaches, that ns particals 
Man is to be condemned, much le ſs depri 
ved of what he ſtands pepeſſed, till his cu 
be Juridically heard and ſentenced. Nat 
ought any Man to be Fudge in his «wa caule, 
much leſs to execute the ſentence given by 
himſelf : All which the New- Reformer! in 
England, France, Germany, &c. have done i 
denying the Authority of the Roman Charch, 
and ſett ing up for themſelves. 

$+ 2. But now inſtead of making Good 
his Aﬀertion, Viz. That the A uthoriy of the 
Roman Church is no ground of believing at al, 
he deſires, he ſaith, with all his heart to ſer thi 
Authority proved: which is juſt what all o 
ther Accuſers do when their Proofs fail, to 
call upon rhe Defendant to prove his Title, 
which after a long Poſſeſſion ought in all 
Law to ſtand Good and Yalid, till the Ars 
ſer can prove it to be — Cromnt! 
might wich much mo:e reaſon have fom- 
mon d 
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mon'd the Kine to prove his Title to the 
Crown after o Preferipticn of 500. Tears, 
than the Doctor can exact it from the 
Charch to prove her Authority, of which ſhe 
hath been in Poſſeſſion a far longer time. 
olim pelſi deo, Prior poſſideo was the chu 
Plea in Tertullian's time. is their part 
then to prove, who are the Accuſers pet 
Catholick Authors to ſatisſy, if poſſible the 
importunity of the Church's Adverſarics, 
have receded from the Rigeur of this Ples, 
and written large Volumes in Juſtification 
of her Authority : Particularly the two 
learned Cardinals, Beflarmin and Perros : 
And now very lately Mr. E. W. (The Book 
is called Religion and Reaſon, and being writ- 
ten particularly againſt the Doctor, expects 
bis Anſwer.) Theſe he may conſale at his 
leaſure 3 I ſhall only at preſent remind him 
of what | have proved already at his requef 
in the firſt Chapter of the firſt Part (to which 
| refer the Reader,) Viz. That a Chriſtias by 
vertue of bis being ſo, is bound to be of the 
Communion of the Roman Church: And then 
lublume z But every Chriſtian is bound to (ub- 
mit to the terms of Communion of that Church, 
whoſe Communion by being 4 Chriſtian he 4 
bound to be of. Therefore every Chriftian 
by vertue of his being ſo, is bownd to ſubmit 16 
the terms of Communion required by the Ro- 
man Church: And this the Doctor knows 


lor 
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(for he often complains of it as 2 great vis- 
lence put upon his Senſe and Reaſon) to be x 
ſubmiſſion to her Decrees in matters of Faith 
and particularly in the Point of Chriff', Pres 
ſence in the Euchariſt by Tranſubitantiatiog, 
as well as ot his being the ſame True and 
Conſubſtantial God with his Father, 


f. 2, The Srrond Ground or Motive he In 
ſtances in, (and I ſuppoſe he will deny thy 
too fs be any ground of believing at all ) is 
Catholick Tradition. This done, he bids me 
again, to prove if I can (as if it belong d not 
at all to him who is the Accuſer to prove his 
Attion ; or as if it had been ſome new point 
which no C atholick Author had ever yet at- 
tempted to prove ) that Tranſubſtantiatios 
wa 4 Dottrine received in the Wniverld 
Church from our Saviour's time : and here, 
he ſaith, when I pleaſe he ſhall joyn ifue with 
oe, Aud if I think fit to put the Negative 
an hin, he will undertake to inflance im as 
Are, fince the firſt Three Centuries, wheres 
if the woll learned Fathers and Biſhops ( ye4 
of Rome it ſelf) be to be credited 2 
flantiation was not believed. Thele ate lig 
words indeed, and the Doctor might have 
done well to have remembred what the Auf 

of 1ſracl anſwered to the 

3 Kings 20,11, proud meilage of the In 
of Syria, Let not him that 

girdeti 
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gr deth on bu Harneſs, boaſt himſelf as he that 
purzeth it off. But it is no new Artifice in 
our Adverlaries, then to ſpeik biggeſt, when 
there is leaf cauſe for ity as 1 ſhall make 
ir my Adverſary does in this matter 
from the very C enfeſſion of Proteit ants them. 
ſelves : Which kind of proc is look d upon 
dy all Cyber Men, as very proper both to ſa- 
the the Judgment of an Impartial Reader, 
and allo do abate the boaſting of over confi- 
dent Spirits, For, as Biſhop Hal faith, one 
bow of an Enemy dealt to 
bs Brother, is worth more Peace of Rome, 
thas many from an adverſe Ep dedic. fol. 1. 
tad. And upon this ac- 
count it is, that when Bellarmin makes uſc of 
the like proof, (that is, undertakes to prove 
the Roman Church to be the tree Church of 
c, by the Confeſſion of Proteſtants,) 
De, Fie d ſaith, ſurely if be 
un prove, that we confeſs it Ot the Church 
be the trat Church, he p. 182. 
Kedeth not to wſe any other 
enen. Let us (cc then wh It Protef ants 
by in this Point, And firſt that Tranſubit an- 
lation was 4 Doftrine received in the Unver- 
| 4 Charch from the time of Berengarius that 
. Years ago, is ſcarcely denied by any 
hat | know ol. Mr. Fox him- ag. Mocum, 
f acknowledgeth,that about Printed Aus. 
la time the denying of it be- 1526 P1121. 
8 


| 
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gan to be accounted Hereſy,and in that numb 


aith he, was firit one Berengariue, who loved 
about Anno 1060. And Mr. Perkins allows if 


a longer Date, whe 
Expoſ. Symb. p,266, he ſays that during 
the ſpace of 900 Tur; 
the Popiſh Hereſy had ſpread it ſelf ever th 
whole World. 24% That it had remained a 
quiet poſeſſion from the Tear 850. (that is 
200 Years before) an 
Hiſl Narrat. p. 161. the time of Zerengam 
is conſeſſed by Joackin 
Camerarines as alſo that although it had bets 
called into Queſtion before by the private n 
tings of ſome, yet the firſt that publickly is 
pugned it was Berengarins., 3dly, That Ds 
maſcene in the beginning of the 8th, Ceatary, 
and Theophylat# (ho though he be nw} 
ancient, yet his Authority is much eſtcem's 
by learned Men, becauſe he is look d ons 
an Abridger of St. Chryſoſtome) did plainly 
incline to Tranſubſtantiation, is confels'd by 
Murau. (2) So 
(1)Commonefat.p.211, it of St. Gregory ia 
(b) Feſnitiſm. p. 2. the bab. Ageby Dr, 
Rat. 5. p.626, Humfrey, (b) wen 
he ſuith, that he and 
St. Auſtin the Apoſtle of England, brong 
Tranſubſtantiation into the Engliſh c bark 
In the fft Age Euſcbius Emifſenus is taxed 


the Cenuriſts, to have ſpoken wot commes 
3, 
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PL, (vis. ſor their purpolc) of Tranſub- 
fantiation.(c) The like is 
firmed by them (d) of (© gt 0. 
d. Chryſoſtome in the ſame * 85. 

* Cent. 5 col 317 
Age, and ot St» Ambroſe le) (e) Cent. 4.6. 4. 
in the ſourth; of S.Cyprian col 299. 
in he third by Urne, ( (f) CommoneſaF, 
of Tertullian and Origen in p. 211. & 218. 
the ſecond by the ſorena- (8 Cent. 3. col. 
med Centutiſts, (2) and S. 38. 260. 
leaatios in the firſt is ac- 1 
4 : Trad. Apes. 4. 
lnowledged by ſundty Pre- 7 4 6, Chemn, 
ant: Ih) to have faid of gram, pare. f. 
certain Hereticks of his 5. 54. 
time, That they do wot ad- 
mit Enchariſts and Oblations, Lecauſe they do 
wt confeſs the Euchariſt to be the Fleſh of our 
Saviour Feſus Chriſt, which Fleſb ſuffred for 
wr Sinsy an evident ſign that all thoſe who 
held the Fleſh of Chriſt to be tru? Fleſh, and 
we Phantaſtical, believed alſo the Exchariit 
to be that very tree Fleſh, 

This is what Prete#ants themſelves con- 
ks of the moſt eminent Fathers of God's 
Gorch in each Age from our Sevioars time 
concerning the Do&rin of Trauſubſlantiation, 
ul find them cited in two Tteatiſes, the one 
alled The Proteſtants Apology for the Roman 
Cech ; the other, The Progeny of Cathy- 
licks and Proteſtantsy whoſe Authors 1 never 
beard were taxed of infincerity in their quo- 
tations: 


(202) 
tations: And if it be true, what Dr. Fiels 
ſaich of Bellarmin, that if be could prove that 
Proteſlants confeſs the Roman to be the tric 
Church, he needed not to uſe any other arg 
mente, I might ſuperſede any farther proof 
of this matter, t nd leave the Doctor to join 
iſſue with his Fellow» Brethren, 

But the Reader petheps may deſire to ſee 


the Teffimenies themſelves of thoſe Father, t 
which were ſo pregnant as to force ſuch lear- f 
ned Men of the Proteit ant Party to confeſs : 
that they taught the Doctrin of TranſubHanti- , 
ation, And in order to his [t isſaction in Wl © 
this Point, I ſhall ſer down one Teſtimory Wl © 
of cach Father in the ſame order as they L 
Rand cited above, and but One to avoid Pro- 
lixity. 
7 
C4 
TESTIMONIEsSFY: 
+ 3% 4 3 10 
Ch 
FAITHERSYI: 
tre 
FOR 
TRANSUBSTANTIATION II 
on 
N the beginning of the Eighth Century, Pa 
St. Fo. Damaſcen, li. 4. de hd. c. 14. Tit 1 


Bread and Wine and Water are by the lav. 
tg” 


, 
f 
go 
* 
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tien and Coming of the Holy Ghoſt, changed 
ſwpernatur ally into the Body and Blood of Chrift: 
And with him agrees TheophylatF, The Bread 
is transformed by the Myſti- 

cal Bene dict ion, and the com» In cap. 5. Joan. 
ing of the Holy Ghoſt, into 

the Fleſh of our Lord. 

At the end of the Fifth and beginning of 
the Sixth Century, St. Gregory. Our Creator 
rel knowing our In firmuy, 
by that Power, with which 
be made all things of no+ 
thing, by the Sandtification of bis Spirit, con- 
verts the Bread and Wine mi ved with Water 
their proper ſpecies or figure remaining) into 
bs Fleſh and Blood. 

In the Fifth Evſebius Emiſſenus, and St. 
Jobs Chryſoſtome. The former ſaith, Before 
Conſecration , there is 
the Subſtance of Bread Serm.de corp. dom. 
and Wine, but after the 
nerds of Chrift, it is the Body and Blood of 
chi. For what wonder that he who created 
Mew with his Word, ſhould convert or chunge 
bem after they were created The latter, The 
things we ropoſe are 
uw done L, Humane Hom.$3.in Matth. 
Power : We hold but the 
Ne of Ainiffers, but he that ſanitifieth and 
Gangerh them is Chriſt himſelf. 

la the Fourth Century St. Anbroſe j and 
dec zuſe 


Panl. Diacen. is 
(Jas Vita, 
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becauſe this is the Age I ſuppoſe the Dotor 
pitches upon, when he ſaith he will under. 
take to inflance in an Age. ſince the firſt three 
Centuries, \\ herein if the moſt learned Fu 
thers and Biſhops who lrved in it are to be ct. 
died, Tr an{ubitantiation was uot believed. [ 
ſhall be ſomewhat larger in citing the words 
of St. Ambroſe, and alſo add other Teltis 
monies of Fathers of the ſame time to hy, 
that the Reader may ſce what Ie his lla. 
dertaking is like to have in this marter, 

Fi, Then St. Ambrele, 
li.de Initiand.c.9. 1s it he forclaw my Ad- 

ver ſar ies object ion. put 
it down in theſe formal words. Tow will /q 
perhaps, How do you prove to me that I rective 
the Body of Chriſt, when I ſce another thing 
And the way he takes to Anſwer it, is by 
comparing the change made here in the Ni- 
ture of the Bread, with the examples of theſe 
miraculous changes, which were wrought by 
Holy Men of Old in the Netares of other 
things, as of Moſes's Rodd ting turned into 
«4 Serpent, the Waters of At imo Bloody XC. 
From whence hc infers, that if the Fendi. 
ion of thoſe who wrre but pure Nen, was of 
ſuch force, as fo change Nature, What maſt v7 
ſ of that drvine Conſecration, where the very 
word: of our Lord and Saviour do epcratt f. 
Thos haſt read, (ith he, of the works of tt 
Creation, how God ſpake the Word and 11) 


were 


; 
, 
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were made, be commanded and they were crea 
ud, (that is, produc'd out of nothing) The 
Word therefore of Chriſt which of nothing could 
make that ts be which was not, can it not change 
theſe things which are (VN, Bread and Wine) 
into that which before they were not, (N, his 
own Body and Blood 7) ſarely it is not 4 leſs 
matter to give mew natures to things out of no- 
thing , than to change them after they ate 
made. Again, Tes sil ſay perhaps, my 
bread is wſnal Bread, No, 

(uch he) chu Bread u li.. de Sacram; 
rad before the gacramen- C. 4. 

tal words 4; When the Con- 

leration is performed, of Bread i made the 
Fleſh of Chriſte He pate the Word and 
it was made, be commande and it was crta» 

ied, And that we may not doubt he meant 
it was made his true Fleſh, he faith, As aur 

Lord Feſus Chrift is the true Son 

if God not as Men are by Grace, li. 6. c. t. 

but as the Son, of the ſubſtance of 

bs Father y (6 it h very true Fleſh, as him» 

(lf bath ſaid, which we receive, and his very 

rae Blosd which we drink. This and much 

more doth St. Ambroſe write of this ſubct 

b that no Man necd to wonder, if the Cen- 

wif; lay, he wrote not well 

if Tranſubflantiation: And Cent. 4. c. 4. 

Ine either read or heard col. 295. 

it reported of Ca/vin that 

X 


he 
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he wiſh'd the Devil had truck the pen on: 
of St. Ambroſe's hand, when he wrote thoſ; 
Books of the Sacraments, But let us now ſee 
what other Fathers of the ſame Age teach 
concerning this Point. S. Cy- 
Orat. 4. C. il. our Saviour, faith he, ſome- 
time changed Water into Wine, 
and ſhall we not think him worthy of our belief 
that he changed Wine into his Blaod ? S. Gre 
gory Nyſſen. We do rightly believe that tie 
Bread ſanitificd by the 
Orat.magn.Ca- Word of God, i changed 
tech. c. 37. inte the Body of God the 
Word. By vertue of bu Bee 
nediftion he changeth the nature of the thing! 
which are ſeen ( Bread and Wine) into that, 
Viz, his own Body, 
Tract. 2, de Exod. S.Gaudentius. The Ms 
ker & Lord of Natures, 
who produceth Bread out of the Earth, dith 
Again of Bread, becauſe he can, and hath pre 
miſed to do it, make his own Body and He wht 
made Water of Wine, maketh of Wine his own 
Blood. Theſe ate Fathers who lived in the 
Ae immediately following the three ff 
Centuries, to whom I might add St, Ch 
Gftome above cited. (who flouriſhed in this 
Century, though he dyed in the beginning o 
the next) and others ; but theſe may ſuffice 
to let the Reader ſee, ( if this be the Age 
which the Doctor intends to initance * 
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how unlikely it is he ſhould make good 
what he afſerts, that Tranſsbſtantiation was 
not believed in it. 

In the Third Century St. Cyprian faith, 
The Bread which our Lord 
gave to his Diſciples, being Serm, de cœna 
changed not in ſhape or 2 Dom. 
gere, but in nature, was by 
the Omnipotency 4 the Ward made Fleſh, And 
llrſinus confelleth , There 
ae many ſayings in him Commonefat. 
which ſeem to affirm Tran. Pz. 0 218, 
ſubftantiation, And Ter- 
telian in the ſame Age, .A. in Marcion. 
faith , that owr Lord ha- 
ving taken Bread made it his own Body, by 
ſaying, This is my Body : and St. Ig in the 
$f, conſeſſeth the Euchariſt 45 
tobe the Fleſh of Chrift which Ep.20>myrn. 
fred for our fins. And now let the Reader 
jaige whether thoſe learned Proteftants a- 
dove cited, had reaſon to afficm of theſe Fa- 
ther ( though they taxed them of error for 
it) that for what appears by their words 
they believed ant taught the Doctrine Tran- 
ſab#antiation, IKO tre Doctor will not 
wane many « pretty «rtifice to obſcure, if 
poſſible, 214 clude the lor ce of theſe Tefti- 
monies but the Confeſſion of his Brethren will 
ſtill de a Potent Prejudice againſt him. Not 
cu he ever have the courage to deny, but 
Lf tit 
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that the words taken as they ſound, (rem e. 
vidently at leaſt to teach the Doctrine of 
Trasfal antrations and yet (what is highly 
obſervable in this caſe) this being 4 matter 
of ſo great conſequence, that 
Prot. Appeal. Dr, Morten conteflerh, if i 
Ii. 2. p. 105. be defen le Proteflants ms} 
Hand chargeable of Hereſt 

but if it may be confuted, the Rm 
necefFarily be condemmed of Idolatry : None 
of thoſe Fathers,who arc Cited by Proteſtant 
as Abettors of Tranſubſtantiation, were ever 
taxed of Errour for what they aſſerted by 
any of their Contemporaries, whom we know 
to have been very jealous not only of ww 
doctrinet, but of any new forms of werd! 
or by theſe who lived in the Age; after them: 


nor yet did the Greeks move any diſpute , 
bout this Point in the Council of Florencey Ml © 
whereas Berengarias no ſooncr began to N 
broach the contrary, but immediately the . 
whole Church, as the Writers of that time — 
witnels, was ſtartled at the Novelty and con- 7 
demned it as Hereſie, as Mr. Fox above cited — 
witneſleth. 

$. 4. But what if the Doctor ſhall deny tha 
all this, that is, both the Teffimontes of the 2 
Fathers, and the Confeſſion of his prethres to 1 l 
be ſ«fficient to prove Tranſubſtantiation 1 
have been a Doftrine received in the Univerſal 8 


Church from Chris time ? To ſho the us- 
reaſon 
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reaſonableneſs of ſuch a denyal, I would 
poſe this caſe to his Conſideration, and 
the Readers. Fiz. In —_— that a Con- 
woverſy ariſe in this preſent Age about the 
ſenſe of a Law, which was made 500, Years 
290 and that a conſiderable number of thoſe 
who ſtarred the Controverſy, ſhould confeſs, 
that for the laſt two hundred years the con- 
trary to what they maintain, was generally 
received in the Kingdom as the ſenſe of the 
Law, and ſhou d further confeſs that the moſt 
eminent Lawyers of the former Ages, from the 
firſt enaiting of the Lam, held the ſame with 
the latter ʒ Nor had there ever been any dif- 
agreement or oppoſition among them in thar 
Pointy whether it be not a ſ«fficiext proof, 
that what they taught to be the ſenſe of the 
Lew, was generally received to be the ſenſe 
wd meaning of it, from the beginning ? 
The Tefimonies themſelves of thoſe Ancient 
Lawyer; would be conviction enough: how 
much more when ſrengthned by the Con- 
Nes of the Adverſe Party it ſelf? Nowif 
this be ſo in the delivery of the ſenſe of a 
wane Law, where it happens very often 
that great Lawyers may be and often are of 
different fudgments ; how much mote, in the 
delivery of a divine Doctrine, where the Pa- 
- of the Charch are oy to deliver 
ut they received, and the ſucceeding Age 

s til — to receive hat they — 
1 Surclv, 
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Surely, if we add to this the Confeſſion of the 


very CA dverſaries themiclves, the Proof (as 
St. Irenexs ſaith) muſt be 


Adv. her. lib. 4. true and without contrs- 
c. 14. Aiction. 


$. 5. But if the Doctor will ſtill perſſ 
in the denyal of ſo Evident a Prookz becauſe 
the Propoſition is comparative between the 
Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation, and that of 
Chriſt's Divinity, as to its general reception 
in the Church, I muſt deſire him ſoberly to 
conſider , how much leſs St. Athanaſiur 
thought ſufficient to prove this latter to be a 
Catholick Tradition. For having cited the 
Teitimonies of four Fathers only tor the Cen- 
ſubſtantiality of the Son with his Father, viz, 
Theognoſtus , Dionyſiu 

De Decret. Nicen. Alexandrinus, Dionyſiu 
Synodi. Romanus, and Origes, 
he concludes wich an 

Ecce. Behold, we demon rate, faith hc, tha 
Doctrine to have been dilrvered from Fathers 
to Fathers, as it were by hand. And St. Auſttn 
uſing the like Argument 

Contr. Julian. li. 1. in the point of egi 
c. 2. &c. fin,firſt makes this Pre- 
face, 1 will alledge faith 

he, « few Teftimonies of a few of the Fathers, 
with which nevertheleſs our Adverſarics wil 
be conflraiped to bluſh and yield, oy 
ur 
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fear of Cod, or ſhame of Men can over. power 
is them ſo pervicaciows an obſtinacy. And 
then having produced the Teſtimonies of 
ſve or fix of the Latin Fathers, he tells Fu- 
lun againſt whom he wrote, that that part of 
the World ought to ſuffice him, ( that is, to 
make him yield it to be the Catholick Faith) 
in which our Lord was pleaſed to crown with 4 
moſt glorious Martyr dome the Firſt(or Prince) 
of the CApoſiles, And then to ſhow that the 
Faith of the Greek Church was tho ſame with 
that of the Latin in this Point, he cites the 
Teſtimonies only of three Greek Fathers y and 
to the firſt of them; viz, St. Cre. Nazianzen, 
de immediately adds, Thi i ſo great 4 Man, 
that neither he would ſay thu 2 from the 
Chriſtian Faith moſt notorious to ally neither 
would they have ejteemed him ſo Venerable, if 
they had not acknowledged that he ſpake theſe 
things out of the rule of the moſt known Truth, 
And now let the Reader judg whether when 
we produce a far greater number of moſt 
manifeſt Teſtimonies of the Fathers of ſeve · 
nl Ages, teaching without any Contradi- 
tion that the Bread is changed into the Body 
of Chriſt by Conſecration; and this conſeſſed 
of ſome of the moſt Eminent of them in e- 
very Age by Proteſtants themſelves, we do 
dot more than [efficiently prove that it was 
Doctrine received in the Univerſal Church 
Pom our Saviour time ? And, it he think 
X 4 yer 
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yet he can produce greater Evidence for the 
Doctrine of Chriſt 5s Dromny, being unter- 
ſaly received in the Church from Chrif's 
time, the early conteſt of the CArrians about 
that Point, their Power, and Continuance for 
ſo many Ages, compared with the open ard 
wndiſturbed delivery of the Doftrin of Tran 
ſubſtantiation, may ſoon convince him of the 
vanity of ſuch an undertaking. 

$.6. Ihe 34. and laſt Ground he inſtances 
in, is Scripture ; and this, he faith, he doth 
and ſhall acknowledge for his only Rule of 
Faith in ſpight of all pretences to anfallibiluy 
either in Church or Tradition. When he hath 
conſidered well, what Mr. E. . hath ſaid 
to him upon this Subject in his two Leam- 
ed Treatiſes, (Proteftancy without Principle, 
and Religion and Reaſon) | hope this fight of 
his may be abated. But in the mean time 
what doth he alledge out of this his only 
Rule of Fait Has he will have it) gainſt Tras- 
ſubſtantiation ? Not ſo much 1 can aſure 
you as one ſingle Text. But becauſc Fel- 
min produces one, and but One tor that Point, 
(N, the words of Chrift, This i my Body.) 
whereas he cites many for proof of C 
Divinity, he will appeal to him whether there 
are the ſame Grounds and Motroes from thence 
to lelieve Tranſubſtantiation, as there are the 
Drvinity of Chriff. Bur if Catholicks do not 


acknowledge Scripture alone to be the Ae 
: of 
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of Faith, what am l concern'd whether gel- 
larmin produce mam Texts, or but one, or 
none at all ? Does not the Doctor himſclf 
fay, that ſome of our Religion have ſaid, that 
Tranſ«bſtanttation could mot be prov'd from 
Scripture alone : and have not others of ir 
ſaid as much of the Conſub#antiality of the 
fon with the Father ? | am ſure this was 
believed before the Scropture was written; 
and fo Scripture could not be the Rule of 
believing it. But then again, what if Bel- 
larmin produc'd but one Text of Scripture 
for Tranſubſtantiation, therefore can there no 
more be produc'd ? Or, if no more could 
be produc'd, would there not be the ſame 
Ground of believing from thence, ſuppoſing 
| am certain of the true ſenſe of th s One, as 
if there were many ? Are we not bound es 
much to believe God when he ſays a thing 
once, if we be ſure of the tre ſenſe of what 
de faith, as when he {ys che ſame twice ut 
thrice ? And were not all thoſe places cited 
dy Bellarmin, for Chriſt' Divinity, as much 
impugned by the Arrians, as this, (of Chriſt's 
rd, This i my Body.) is by Calvin and his 
Complices £ Why then muſt I, becauſ: 
telirmin produces out of Scripture but one 
Text for Tranſahbftantiation, and many for 
Crift's Divinity, acknowledge there are not 
the ſame Grounds or AM otives to believe the 
me as the other ? 
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$. 7. 1, but Bel/armin himſelf acknows 
ledges, that there i ſome obſcurity or ambigs- 
ity in the very Text he cites y for after he had 
ſpent the greateſt part 
li.3.de Each.c.19. of the Chapter againſt 
the Lutherans, He con- 
cludes it thw, ſaith the Doctor, p. 131. 4 
though there be ſome obſcurity or ambiguity in 
the words of our Lord, yet that is taken away 
by Councils and Fathers, which is a plain Indi 
cation he thought, the Doctrine of Tranſubſlan- 
tiation could not be proved from Scripture 4 
lone. But ftay,am I bound to belicve Dr. St. 
upon his bare word ? May I not look into 
Bellarmin to ſce what he ſays, without incur- 
ring a fin of raſh judgement againſt my 
Neighbour f The Book (God be thanked) 
is not fo hard to be found, as that of T- 
gantius, I ventur'd to look the place upon 
the Remembrance of ſome former dexter 
I had noted in him in citing of CA #thors,and 
(although I could hardly bclicve my Eyes, 
nor did not, till I look d into ancther Edition) 
found Bellarmm not to ſiy what he affirms 
him to ſay, but in reality the contrary, For 
after he had proved from the words of our 
Lord, the Real Preſence of his Body in the S 
crament againſt the Calviniſts, li. 1. de Euch. 
c. 1. and in the preſent Chapter had ſhown 
againſt the Lutherans, that Tranſubſtantiation 
15 abſolutely inferr'd from the very ſame mord, 
ing 
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ing to carry on his Proofs from Scripture. 
25 and Fathers, he — 
Chapter in theſe words, and that by way of 
Traaſition: 

Adde, quod Licer in verbis Domini 
Eiter aliqus obſcuritas , vel ambiguitas, 
tamen ſublata eff per multa Concilia Catho- 
lice Eccleſie, & Patrum Conſenſum. Add, 
lüth he, that AxTuouon Tunns Wenn 
(ur ſhould be, which is as much as to ſay, 
ſuppoſe there were) ſome obſcurity or ambigu» 
ity in the words of our Lord, yet that us taken 
wy by the many Councils of the Catholic 
Charch, and the Conſent of Fathers, And 
now I appeal to the Reader, whether Dr. St. 
have not given us here a very rare example 
of reporting faithfully, Cas he calls it in his 
Preface) the words and ſenſe of an Author. 
it all one to ſay, although there be, and al- 
tough there ſbould be e He that faith, Al- 
tragh there be ſome ambiguity in the words, 
lappoles them to be ambiguous: He that faith 
Althowrh there ſhould be ſome Ambiguity in 
lem, ſuppoſes them not to be ambiguoue. 
And this is the caſe between Bellarmm and 
the Doctor. Bellarmin only puts the caſe they 
vere ambiguous, and by ſo doing ſuppoles 
them not to be ſo: and the Doctor makes 
im acknowledge them de facto to be ambi- 
mw : which is juſt, as if when the Doctor 
amſclt ſays (p.11 1.) ſuppoſing there were the 

[ame 
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ſame divine Revelation of Tranſubantictign 
and of Chriit's Divinity, xc. I ſhould infer, 
that he acknowledges the Revelation to be 
the ſame, de fas, in both. *Tis manife} 
then, that by this Tranſlation he hath cer- 
rapted both the words and ſenſe of Bellarmix, 
And this not by miſtake , as appears but 
too too plainly, for that himſelt makes the 
words of Bellarmis, as he tranſlates them, ty 
be 4 plain Indication, that he thong iu Tr anus 
ftantuation could not be proved from Scripture 
alone x whereas had he reported them as 
they Rand in Belarmin, (LI cx Envir) 
Although there were, (or ſhould be) ſome an- 
bignity in the words of our Lord, &c. They 
had been a plain Indication, that Bellarmis 
for his part thought that he had ſufficiently 
prov'd the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation out 
of Scri ture. And now the Reader ſees what 
the Doctor meant in his Preface by his defies 
(as he calls it)to report faithfully And how- 
ever he intended to make uſe of it for his 
advantage, yet it is 4 very plain Indication of 
what ſhifts and artifices they are fain to avail 
themſclves of, who will m intain a bad cant. 
To conclude, I ſhall give him the Opinion 
of Dr. Taylor in this Point more faithfully : 
who in his Liberty of Prophecying, dect. 20. 
n. 16. ſaith, that Catholic t- |. 4 Divine 
Revelation, (vi7, This is my Body.) whoſe . 


teral and Crammatical ſenſe, if that were in. 
tended 
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tende (is fo clear and evident for Tranſub- 
ſtantiat ion, that it) would warrant them to do 
violence to all the Sciences in the Circle, 


CHAP. VI. 


Dr. Taylor's Argument in behalf of Cathd- 
licks, ſuppoſing them miſtaken, Un anſwer- 
ed by Dr St. His Parallel of ſuch 4 ſuppoſed 
miſtake with that of Idolaters, ſhows to be 4 
real and very greſi miſtake in himſelf. 


6.1. Aving ſhown in my Reply that 
the Dr Argument by which 


he would Pp: ove the Church of 
Rome guilty of [dolatry for adoring out Lord 
Chriſt in the Euchariſt, would be of cqual 
force ſrom the Pen of an Ari, againſt the 
adoration of him, as God, wherever preſent 
| added, (p. 20.) that ſuppoſing Catbolicks 
Haul d be miſtaken in their belief, (And ] hope 
the Doctor will not infer from hence, that I 
Kknowledge them to be miſtaken, de face) 
Jet ſo eminent and learned a Man among the 
Iroteflants, as Dr. Taylor, denies it would 
follow from thence,that they were Idolaters. 
And the words I cited were thcſe,out of his 
Liberty of Prophecying. Set. 20. Numb. 16. 
ladlatry, aich he, 4 forſaking the true God, 
and 
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and going divine worſhip to 4 Creature, or . 
an Idol, that is, to an Imaginary God, who huh 
no Foundation in Eſſence or Exiſtence : ju 
this is that kind of Superſtition, which by Dj. 
wines is called, the ſuperſtition of an undue 0. 
jet. Now it is evident, ſaith he, that the d- 
jet of Catholick"s Adoration (that which is 6 
preſented to them in their minds their though, 
their purpoſes 5 and by which God principahy, 
if not ſolely takes Eſtimate of humane Attn) 
in the B. Sacrament, is the only true and tern 
Cod, hyvoſtatically joined with his Holy Hume 
nityy which Humanity they believe attualy pro 
ſent under the * ul of the Sacr arent al WT 
and if they thought him uot preſent, they art f 
far from worſhipping the Bread in that caſe la 
themſelves profeſs ut Idolatry to do ſo, wiichis 
s demonſtration, that their Soul hath nothing 
in it, that is, Idolatrical. If their Confidence 
and fanciful Opinion hath engaged them «yn 
fo great a miſt ke, | as without doubt he (ah, 
it hath) yet the Will hath nothing in it, but 
what 1s 4 great Enemy to Idolatry. Tus Dr. 
Taylor,and | fad. thewght it would be a Tak 
worthy Dr. St.“ pains to ſolve this Arg 
ment, if he would not abſolve us from leg 
Idolaters. But it ſcems, he eichcr thought 
it not worth his pains yz or rather, that it 
would be but labowr loft to go about t. and 
therefore endeavours to /hift it off : FT. # By 
returning lis the Opinton of ſome u en 
D. tt 
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Divine j And, 2dly, By ſeemingly oppoſing 
Dr. Taylor to himſelf, though what he cite 
out of him be nothing to this purpoſe, 


6. 2, The Divines, whoſe Opinions he 
returns me, arc Coſter and Biſhop Fiſher. rf 
the Doctrine of Tranſub- 

Rantiation be not true, Enchir.Controv. 
aich Coſter,the Idolatry of c.8. p. 308. 

the Heathens in wor ſhiping 

ſome Golden or Silver Statue, or any Images of 
their Gods er the Laplanders mworſhippins 4 
Red Cloth, or the Ag ti⅛Int an Animal, is 
more excuſable, than of Chriſtians who worſhip 
« bit of Bread. And if there be nothing but 
Bread in the Fuchariſt, 

faich Biſhop Fiſber, they Contr.O:colamp, 
are all Idolaters, Thiele li. 1. c. 2. 

are the Teſtimonies he 

produces : And what follows from hence ? 
that becauſe they ſeem to ſay in eſſect what 
de does,therefore the Reaſon alledged by Dr. 
Taylor is ſolved ? This is a new way ot ſol- 
wing argument not unlike to his new way of 
anſwering the Teftimonies of Fathers (1 
ſhewed above, p.46.) which was to ask 
me, How I was ſurethe Fathers had net chan- 
ged their Judgment in their latter Writings, 
when himſelf brings nothing to prove they 
did. What I required of him in this point 
was, to ſolve the Argument, or ab/oive us 
from 
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from — The one he cannot, the ether 
o. Only he tells us that two of 


he will not 
out own Divine were of the contrary 


nion as if becauſe Yaſquez holds an Opini- 
on contrary to Swares, that alone were a (ub. 


ficient ſolution to all his Arguments, 
As for the Teſtimonics themlelves, they 
are but the Opinions of Divines, and & | 
might take the liberty of the Schools to deny 
the conſequence , as Mr. Thorndike doth, 
when he ſaith, that ſuch kind of expreſſions 
in Catholick Divines, (viz. if there be nothing 
but Bread in the Euchariſt uli 

Epil. J. part. are all Idolaters, J ſhow 8-4! 
p.352. confidence they would have the 
World apprehend that they buid 

their Opinion with, but not that the Conſequence 
1 true, Viz, that they are therefore Idea 
winleſs, ſaith he, what I have ſaid above le it 
provable, And what was that, but the lame 
which Dr. Taylor aſſerted ? viz. That « Mani 
miſtake in thinking the Element; to be ann, 
(which indeed ſaith he are there,) cannot matt 
him guilty of honouring thoſe Creatures as Grd, 
which we know, if he t e bt they were there le 
mut needs tete for Creatures, and therefore 
could not honour for God. And he repcass 
the ſame again in his Fauſt Weights and Mee 
ſores, c. 19. where he ſays, that they who were 
foip the Hoſt, do not believe that the Element 
remain, nay they ſay they muſt be flat 2 


13211 
if they he there. Zeal to their Opinion makes 
to Fay e than they Il by þ 'd [4y. But if 
lev were t ere,th y would not take them for 
Gods and that is it, Liith he, (wor ſaying that 
fy bead be Tdolaters if the Elements did re 
W in that mat m — them Idolaters, Thus 
M-, / hirndike, a * ſtiftably enough, had 
thoſe Divines prot ed in the Dodor's 
ſuppulition of formal ul Kolarry, which up- 
on the beſt _—_ can make of Cofterms 
his wo ds, L ha rcalon to think they did 
not. BUT « ale co ider and compared the 
Material Object (Bread) as lefs wo thy of 
o ation,w.th the Goiden or Silver Statues 
# the Huben, SC. And this 1 take to be 
— #\t $r om Colle cout ſe, (if ent ely 
er don) which 5 this, that if the true Body 
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WH Statue, &c. i more tcl:r able. ( that '5, Icls 
ö Alurd to anv Min's rcalo ) 1 14 Chri- 
„ant who worſhip & Eft of Bre. 1. ad upon 
. us 2CCOUNt t , NE 405, tan essere 
bt nor excuſe ſuch wiſe and lcarmd Men, 
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doring the Hoſt (unleſs they were moſt cer» 
tainly aſſured, that it was not bread, but the 
Body of Chriſt) and that the Heathens were 
more excuſable from Idolatry who adored their 
Statues, becauſe they muſt nceds think them 
much wore worth than a bit of bread.) By 
which it appcars, that the whole force of 
his argument lies upon the [ndignity of the 
thing, (which the Doctor omitted) v, that 


Chriſt by his words ſhould give occaſion to 


his Charch to run into fo abſurd an Error, 
(though but material only) for ſo lung 3 
time together. And conſequently he med» 
dles not at all with the preſent Queſtion, 
whether ſuppoſing Catholicks miſtaken in 
their belicf, they would be guilty (as my 
Adverſary would make them ) of Formal 
Idolatrys From whence it follows that Dr, 
St. hath ncither folved Dr. Taylor s Argu- 
ment, by which he proves that Catholicts, 
neither enght not can be juſtly accuſed of I. 
dolatry, (that is, of formal Idelatry) ſuppoſing 
them to be miſtaken in their belief of Trans- 
ſtantuation, becan/e what u repreſented to them 
in ther minds , their thoughts and purpoſes, 
( and by which God principally , of not ſolely 
takes eftimaie of humane Aten) in the . 
Sacrament, is not Bread which they believe net 
ts be there at all, but the only true and Eternal 
God : Nor yet in realy hath return'd us the 
Opinion of our own Divines, who were not 
concerned 
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concerned in the Queſtion at preſent in des 
date berween us. For they did not covſider 
the 4d, as it was the worſhipping God ſuppo- 
ſed to be in the place of Bready but materi- 
aly only, as it was the worſhipping the Bread 
for Ged. No relief then is to be had from 
our Divines. Let us ſee whether the Doctot 
ſp:ed any bettet in what he cites out of Dr. 
Taylor himſelfy for by his manget of pro- 
ceeding,he would make the Keader believe, 
chat he had anſwyct d his ownArgument, when 
he ſpeaks nothing at all of it. 

6. 3. Nene, ſuth he, & ſo fit to anſwer Dr. 
Taylor, & himſelf, after almoit Tw:nty Tears 
time, (in which allo he was advanced to E- 
puſcopel dignity) to conſiler mare throuzhly of 
theſe things, that is, lupp ig Cue mt- 
ſtaken in theit belief, ye they ate excuſed 
from Idolatry, as having in their minds no o- 
ther object of Adoration in the f. Sacramcut, 
but the only tree and Eternal God. And whit 
is it that De, St. hath found in Dr. Taylor 
himſelf after Twenty Tears conſideration to 
Anſwer his Argument ? Marry this, that 
Thos ſhalt not worſhip any Graves Images will 
mt-weigh all the beſt and faireſt Imagination: 
of the Church of Rome, And again, that the 
Second Commandment is pain and peremptory 
gin all the making and worſhipping any J- 
nage, or likeneſs of any thing. . And who 
would not think here, that = DoRor had 
- ſorgot, 
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ſorgot, that we were not diſputing now 4- 
bout the worſhip of Images, but ot Chrift in 
the Sacrament f Hid 
Lib. of Proph.c.20, I cited Dr. Te win 
Numb, 4. | was treating the 
matter o Image wor. 
4 p, to (iy, that the ordinary d ſpute. between 
Catholicks and Proteſtants (ot which certain» 
ly that : of the Feneration of Images is ert 
have to no very great purpoſe difturbed the 
Peace of Chriſti endeme x and 

that they are ſuperſirattares 

if built, and wor ſe managed, 

*t teile the Foundation The fenn- 
Aation of Fa Wi faith he, and ſecure enough 
for all their vain and wnhandſome ſuper n 
anre;y the places he Cites might have f(zrv'd 
for a kind of Recamtatien, (not to give it the 
name of Centradidtion) becaule it it be 16 
(atry it deitrovs the Foundation. Bu to ill 
us that Ir, Taylor anſwers tis own Argu- 
it w12,that Catholicks in caſe they how 
es in the belief of Tranlubſt ant: 41 ;* 

1m:1y of Idolatry, as having "9 

heir Adoration in the Scr 

{rat — r ſeceni 

(100 mprory ac tinſt the wir. 
Inmac is ſucn a rr fin 2 evahon, as 
nothing but 4 0 arr of ſaying any thing to 
the par poſe cou 4 have caſt fo ſabril a Di 

our ſer upon it. 
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But hath the Doctor nothing here to ſay 
for himſelf, why be produced theſe Teftime- 
nies of fo diſpurate a temper to the preſent 
Irpoſe? Yes, For by the ſe Aflertions of 
D:. Taylor, it is clear, (faith he) he did not 
thiak that Ldolatry did he only mn 
giving divine wo ſb to a Creature, p. 13 
or to an Idol, which u called the f- 
per lation of an due Object ; but allo wil 
bave the ſuperſtition of a prolubited manner, 
i way of Worſbip to be [dolatry. Fer be not 
my mak's the Second Command perempicry 4 
gun the Worſbrp of the true God by an lunge, 
but elſewhere plain y deter- 
mins thus to be Idolatrys, Doc, dubitant. 
when he ſaith, (and I pray li. 8. e. 3. 
tale notice what it is he 
laith) that to worſhip falſe Gods, or to gi 
frvine honour to an [mage (which only they 
who take 11 [mage for Cd Co) AA on kind 
of formal Ildolatry, If therefore, Liith De. 
St, (ind we muſt grant him too, it is all 
oe, to worſhip Grd himicl! by an Imre, 
ind to worlhip an Imaze 11fcad of God 5 


0 / 5 Fu j 1 j 
een DEI es 1Z LL. [ ein V WD wer- 


4 * F 


- 7 = * 
2 The tru7 Cod by an Im ge, Hege Ob + 


e of their Adoration be right, aud they 
tak the mannatr of Ht jaw ul 3 meter can ty 
w9 worſbup Chriſt upon the account of Tranſb« 
fantiation in the Sacrament. This is the Da- 
dot s diſcourſe; and as it mult coſt him no 
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little pains to ſquecz ſo ſubtil an Isference 
from Dr. Taylor's words: So | contels, it 
coſt me ſome to reduce it into ſuch or- 
der, as might make it intelligible to the 
Reader. Bur the miſchict is, that whilſt he 
labours thus to ſolve the argument, he cen 
firms it. For as for the firff part of the di- 
ſtin Aion. Viz- the Superſtition of an undue C- 
je, it is evident that Catholicks are not 
guilcy of in. Tyler judgment, becauſe 
(as DB. $t. himſelf conferies} he acknow- 
ledges the O jed? of Catholicks Adoration to 
be the only ue God, who, I hope, is no un- 
due O.j*R of our Worſhip, And for the 
Second , V 2. the ſuperſtition of 4 probibucd 
nner or way of W p, he brings nothing 
out of Dr. Taylor to prove the worſhip of 
Chr:ft in the Sacramemt to be ſe but only 
tells us, (though Dr. Taylor's words, as | no- 
ted above, import no ſuch thing) that he de- 
termines the worſhip of the tre God by an 
Im ge, to be Idelatryy Neither did Dr. . 
himſelf hichcrto pretend any Prohibition to 
worſh' p Chrift in the Sacrament, but only 
that there was no expreſs Command, p. 111, 
for the doing it. So that upon the whole, 
Catholicks, ſappoſing they were miſtaken 1n 
thcir belief, would not be guilty of I 
upon either of theſe accounts that is, ene 
for that they had an ande 0bjeft of worllvp 


in their thoughts, er for that the worſhip ol 
Chrift 
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Chrift in the Sacrament was forbidden, But 
now, 

$, 4. ta the 4th. ard laſt place, the Do- 
or alerts, p * 24. that if a miſtake 14 the 


cale will ex: » witcks, it would excule ihe 
elt, 544 the World, And to make 
Uns We | Int iis us ul 


ſame(who as N.. Auflin te- At. in P[.93. 
lates ) (aid that Chriit was 

the Sun, and therefore worſhipped the Sun, and 
would fain underſtand wiy they ſhould not be 
# free from Idolatry. as thoſe who are ſuppoſed 
to br miſtaken in the belief of Tranſubſtantiati- 
t Bur the A Parity berween the ene mi- 
ſtake and the other is fo clear, that 1 hall 
appeal to the Readers, whether 1 had not 
juſt reaſon to call the not ſeciag it in the Do- 
Kor, a very groſs muſt ake. For wat St. 
Auftin telates of the Manic hect, (is the Do- 
Gor himſclſ reports it) is, that they war ſbipe 
ped the Sun, whom they falily thought to be 
Chri- That is, what they had in their minds 
and purpoſes to adore was the Sun, But Ca- 
tholick) (ſappoſing a miſtake in their belief] 
do not believe the Bread to be Chrift ; or 
worſhip the bread which they believe to be 
chris. No: their miſtake (if there were 
my) would be, that they believed the bread 
nat to be there at all; and therefore what 
they would have in their minds and purpoſes 
to adere, would net, not could not be bread, 
Y 4 but 
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but the only true and Eternal Son of God. The 
that the Mumchees had ior the formal um 
of their Worſhip, an e Oed, vi. x 
Creature inſtead of the Crater but Cathss 
lick; in caſe of a ate, would have no 0. 
ther formal ohe of Adoration in their 
minds but thc Creator hike If Ard the 
miſtakes being ſo different , it follows tn 
muſt have «4 drffer ent al 1 fFu-rce Upon 
the ATM; of W:rſtp, J. e. to meme 
guilty or not guilty 6 formal Idolatry, Bat 
then he moulds the Qian anew , and 
propoſes it in theſe c me, Whether t wer 
iin 7466 (; i 4 FE; 5 "em t. 
# 8 ; : 
p. 136. be true, be not as Vernal &« | 
wo! ſhippins that for tie tre G 
which is not lo? A for Inflance, 
ef gyptians werſeipprns the Sun for G 
the Ira lues the Golden Calf, bilirum: it n 
the true Gor, BC, 777 en cen 
IT; * (hars d with Idolatr) 
en belief t # þ 
j*7 rhe true God dvth exct 
then ad Ie, that the moſt A A ſeal j4 
all ldo'atirs, who n orſhipped the wiry Innares 
for Gods, were in truth the mt exculable 170 
thu Ground, To this I anſwer, that (ſetting 
aſide the nc diviſion, he runs upon the 4 
falſe ground, hit Cathelichs believe the preed 
$0 be God, as the Wor ſhippers of the Sun belies 
14 
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ed the Sun to be God) the diſparity as to the 
„ales is ſtill the ſame y bectule the v£- 
eyptians believed and worſhipped the Sen 
tor God, and fo did the Iſraelites the Golden 
Calf bur Catholicks( thou! ſappol⸗ 4 to be 
ales in their belief) would not woggh p 
the Bread for Chrift, becauſe their miſtake 
would not be in raking the Freund tor Gods 
as the Ag E,jÜtñ; did the Sun: but in tha, 
that they conceived the Bread not to be there 
at all, but in place therto, the Only true and 
Eternal God And ſo although the objec? 
(or rather SubjeF ) materially there preſent 
would in ſuch a caſe be Bread, yet their a7 
of adoration Would not be terminated fore 
willy upon that, but upon God. For as Ir, 
Taylor faith, if they then ht Him not preſent, 
they are [o far from worſhippiar the B exd in 
thus caſe, that themſelves profeſs it to be Idela- 
try to do fo 4 which is 4 demonitration tht 
their Sou! bath nothing in it which is Id latri- 
tt, And it the Doctor fee not the force of 
ins demon(ration, (lor demonitrations are 
ery dazling Objccts to Eyes unus's to 6 
ercat Light) 1 ſhall lay it yer platrer before 
bim in this Segen. Whatever is tiken 
bor an Oedt of Worlhip, the lader landing 
malt air m (either truly or falfly) to be: 
and therelore neither the Aeyptians had 
worſhipped the Sex for God, nor the Ifrae+ 
ne! the Calf, if their un derſt ding had not 
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firſt affirmed them to he: But Catholicks whe. 
ther miitaken or not in the belief of Traz(sb. 
flantiation, do not in their minds fin te 
Bread to be, but not to bei becuulc 111 bach 
ſuppoſitions they believe it ſo be (erred 
into the Body of Chriſty, Trerctorc tho 64. 14 
of their worſhip is not Bread, ont Chi m 
only true and Eternal Son of God, Ande- 
upon the ſame Dr. Taylor (in the place act 
cited, Numb. 17.) faith, That before they 
venture to paſs an Alt of Adoration, th le- 


lieve the Bread to be annibilated.or tern d into | 


hu ſubſtance, who may lawfully br ere 
And they, who have theſe thought s,art as mach 
Enemies of Idolatry, as they that wnderſland 
better (as he thinks he docs) te averd that [n+ 


convenience, which i ſuppoſed to be the Crume, | 


which they formally hate, and we (| ich he) mu- 
tertally avoid, When therefore Dr. St. upon 
account that the miſtake, and fiow belief of 
the A gyptiant and others, [| that what they 
worſhipped was the true God] could not excuſe 
them from being guilty of formal 1de/atry, 
(becauſe what thcy had in their un and 
purpoles to adore, was that very Creatwe 
which they ſalſly took for God) when I lay 
he undertakes to infer from hence, that 4 
miſlake in Catholicks as to the material objef? 
preſent in the Sacrament, (whereas what tic) 
would have in their winds and purpoſes to 


adore, would bs no other ting, but the ve) 
franc 


n 
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we God with Excluſion of the Creature: } 
would involve them allo in the ſame crime : 
Or, on the contrary, becuuſe ſuch a miſtake 
were ſufficient to excuſe Cathclicks from the 
cult of Idolatry ; the te ſute another quite dif- 
ferent , wonld excuſe thoſe who ditected 
their [ntention to the Worſhip of a Createre, 
which they falſly deemed to be God : Both 
theſe conſequences are {0 app:rently itratio- 
tal, that nothing but Animoſity to maintain 
(perfas & nefas) an angry charge of Idolatry 
could extort them from aPerfon, who would 
be held a Ma ber of that Reaſon, as none but 
Rats can Anſwer. Neverthelels, in vertue of 
them, He concludes, that what he hath ſaid 
in behalf of the Heathen Idolaters, is the ut- 
wt can be ſaid for the Papiſts adoration of 
the Hoſl, ſuppoſing the Driirine of Tranſub- 
ſantiat ian were 4s se, as he lays, i us falſe 
and abſurd. And was this then the Effect 
of that great Work of the Converſion of 
this Natron to Chriſtianity above a Thouſand 
Years ago, that St. As#n, and the other 
Reli, Monks, who were ſent hither with 
him by St. Gregory, only perſwaded the Peo- 
ple to leave their old Idolatry tor a new one, 
ts fan and ſenſleſs as the former ? Surcly 
10 Chriſtian Ear can hear this without her- 
rr, And the Judgement Mr. Thorndike 
would have made of tha Concluſion, could 
have been no other, but that the Author of 
it 
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it (had not Dr. Still;ngfleet very luckily put 
his Name to the Boołj muſt have been a Few 
or 2 Turk; when after a ſerious conſidetati- 
on of Catholicks adoration of the Hoſt, te 
concludes in theſe words, 
72 Weis vts, In tine, Jen and Mobume- 
4. 19. tant are beund to take the 
Wor ſbip of the Hoſt for Id. 
latry. For they will needs take the Worſhip of 
the Holy Trinity for no leſr, But they who 
know that the God- Head of Chriſt is the Reaſon, 
for which hu Fleſh and Blood ud worſhipped im 
the Euc hariſt, cannot take that worſhip fer I. 
dolatry, becauſe his Fleſh and Blood i not pre- 
ſent in the Enchariit, as they who worſtud it 
there, think it is. For they know, that the Fleſh 
and Blood of Chriſt is no Idol to Chrijtians, 
whereſoever it is worſhipped : Wherclore it 
Dr. St. have no better arguments to prove his 
Charge of Idolatry with, in this matter, than 
his own diſcerning Faculty of Truth or Falſ- 
brood in matters prop fed % our belief , Or than 
"ut $11 hatl ſud ! | exculc Ot the me- 
pid and ſenſteſi of Heathen 1dolaters, (whole 
\trronace lie fecms to have undertaken all 
along in this Diſcourſe) 1 muſt conclude 
11S Ktan, To DC Is falſe and ab(ur i. as ay 
Few or Malumctan imagins the Dot#rme of 

7renſubſtantiation to be. 


The End of the Second Part. 
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CHAP. I. 


The Doctrine of the Church of Rome in tha 
Point ſuppeſ:d by Dr. St. to be Idolatry, but 


laid open, 


5. 1. 
He Third Point, which Dr. St. fix'd 
/| upon, as a fic Subject to ſhow his wit 
in proving the Church of Rome to bo 
Fuilty of Idolatry is the Invocation of Saints, 
And that the Reader may ſee what a prodt- 
eus fleck of that Faculty is necctiiry to 
mike 
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make it out, I ſhall firſt ſet down the Dodtrin 
of the Church, as it ſtands recorded in the 
Council of Trent. What that Council teach- 
cs, is: that, It & good and profitable for 
Chriſtians humbly to invocate 

Conc.Trid. the Saints, and to have recour(t 
Scl. 25. to their Prayers, aid and af 
ſtance, wher by to obtain benthi; 

of God by his Son our Lord Feſus Chritt, who 
is our on Redeemer and Saviour. Theſe arc 
the very words of the Council 4 and any Man 
but of common Reaſon, would think it were 
as eaſy to prove Snow to be blick, as fo I- 
necent a pr act ice to be Idozatry, even Heathen 
Idolatry. What we teach and ds in this mat» 
ter, is to deſire the Saints in Heaven to prey 
for us, as we deſite the prayers of one another 
upon Farthy and muſt we for this be com- 
pared to Heath:ns ? Do we not acknowledg 
that Jeſus Chriſt, che Son of Ged, is our only 
Redeemer and Savieur ? Do we not conſeſs 
that what Benefits we obtain of God either 
by our own or others Prayers, muſt come by 
the merits of Him aur only Redeemer ? Do 
we not belicve that God needs neither out 
own Prayers, not the Prayers of others,to con- 
fer his Benefits upon us; but that all the 
need is on our part, and all that we can do 
cither by our own Prayers, or humbly beg 
ing the Prayers of others, is little enough to 


make us capable of his Favours Do we 
not 
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not profeſs to all the World that we look 
upon the Saints, not as Gods, bur as the 
Friends and Servants of God, that is, as ju# 
Men, whole Prayers therefore are available 
with him ? And that we worſhip them only 
with that worſhip of Love and Communion, 
with which even in this litc alſo Holy men of 
God are worſhipped, whole hearts we judge 
prepared to leſe their Lives for the truth of 
the Goſpel? Where then lies the Heatheniſm? 
Whe:e lies the Idolatry ? Had the Doctor 
held himſelf ro the Dedſrine of the Church 
0! EAN, Wich terms the rec tte of 
Saints , « fond thing wainly invented and 
grounded upon no warrant of B ripture ; there 
had been ſome colour tor a diſpute againſt 
the law/ulneſs of it. But to condemn us of 
Idolatry, down-right Idelatry tor de icing the 
Servants of God in Heaven io pray for as, 
was to put the common ſize of Intelligent 
Readers quite out of hopes of ever ſecing it 
proved, He lays indeed in his P eface, that 
He thinks it no great skill to make things appear 
ther ridiculous or dark : and here He gives 
us a very pregnant Example of what himſelf 
can do in that kind. 

$.2.,TheArgument he made choice of to do 
this Feat, that is, to prove the Church of 
Rome guilty of 1delatry in the Invocation of 
Saints, was this. If the ſuppoſition of a mid- 
die excellency between God and ws, be ſufficient 
ground 


ground for formal Invocation , then the Hes. 
thens wo ſhip of their inferionr Deitics could 
be no Idolatry, for they fil pretended they did 
not vive to them the worſhip proper to the a 


em: Gods n hich is as much as is preen {td 
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and offering ſacrifice, due to God alone, to the 
Statues themſelves, or the inferiour Deities they 
ſuppoſed to dwell or aſſiſt in them, which St. 
Auſtin, #pon the 96, Plalm, proves to be De- 
vile, or evil Angeli, becauſe they required ſa- 
erifice to be offered to them, and would be wor- 
hipped as Gods, What he meant by for- 
mal Invocation, I ſaid did not well under» 
Rand, but Catholicks, I told him, underſtand 
w more by it in this matter, but deſiring or 
praying the Saints to pray for them. And if 
this were Idolatry, we muſt not deſire the Pray- 
ers of 4 ju Man, even in this life, becauſe this 
fumal Invocation will be to make him an Infc- 
rior Deity. 2. 1 anſwer'd. that the ſame 
Calumny was caft upon the Catholicks in St. 
Auſtin's time, and i anſwered by him, and 
bis Anſwer will ſerve as well now as then, in 
bis Twentieth Book againſt Fauſt ws, Chap. 2 1. 
who himſelf held [ach formal Invocation a part 
of the Worſhip due to Saints, at is evident from 
the Prayer he made to St, Cyprian after his 
UMartyr dome, |. 7. de Baſt. c. Donat. c. 1. 
4nd Calvin himſelf confefeth it was the cu- 
tome at that time to ſay, Holy Mary, er Holy 
Peter pray for Us. 

This indeed was my Anſwer, and to dil- 
prove it, he undertakes to ſhow two things: 
l, That the diſÞarity between Catholicks wor- 

[hip of Saints, and the Heathens wore 
P.139. fhip of their inferiour Deities, ic not 
Z 10 
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ſo great as to excuje them from Idolatry, 2. 
That the Anſwer gruen by St. Auſtin doth not 
vindicate them new, as well as then. 


S. 3. 1. Concerning the diſparityy 1. 45 
to the Object of Worſhip, he abhors from his 
heart to paralicl the H TA ngels and Saints 
with the impure Deities of the Heathens, as ts 
their Excellencies, No. He hath more bo- 
nour for them than not to think them more 
excellent, than Devils, or wicked Wretches: 
I ſuppolc in caſe they have the teſtimony of 
Scripture for their ſanity ; otherwile it may 
go hard with the beſt of them, ſhould he 
proceed in the [ame form with all the reſt 
as he doth a little below with St. Ignatius. 
But ſuppuſing them at preſent to be nt 
excellent, than the impure Deities of the Hea- 
thens, yet if the 1dolatry of the Heathens, ſaith 
he, Jij not only in this, that they worſhipped Je- 
piter, and Venus, and Yuican, who are [»ppijed 
to have been wicked Wretches ; but in thut 
they gave Divine Worſhip to any, beſides God, 
then this diſparity cannot excuſe Catholic. 
from being Idolaters. Behold hire the ground 
upon which he intends to bi his Charge 
of 1dolatry, Viz. That Catholicks give drome 
honour to the Holy Angels and Saints, Tis 
is What the Reader muſt ſuppoſe, otherwik 
his Arguments ate at an End; and havir? 
laid this falſe and ſcandalous * 

ous 
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inſtead of proving it he undertakes to ſhow 
out of the Primitive Fathers, that it was the 
Property of the Chriſtian Region fo give 41 
vine worſhip to none, but God himſelf and his 
Son Chriſt Feſws, To this purpoſe he cites 
Juſtin Martyr, and Theophilus Biſhop of 
Amioch, to whom he lays he might add, 
if it were requiſite in ſo Evident 4 matter, the 
teſtimonies of Clemens Alexandrinus, Ter- 
than, Cyprian, Origen, Athenagoras, Lattan- 
ti, Arnobius, (and who not, that ever pte- 
tended to the Name of Chriſtian? ) who 
agree that Religious (by which he means 
drone) worſhip is proper io the true God, and 
that no created Being is capable of it; and in 
this ſtrain he runs on for no leſs than Ten 
Leaves togerher : and at length without e- 
ter proving that Catholicks do give divine 
worſhip to the Holy Angels and Sair tu, he moſt 
riumphantly concludes them to be Idola- 
ters, This is the ſumme of his performance, 
nd by it I underſtand that ic had been no 
meat kill in the Phariſees, to have made any 
of thoſe Perſons who honoured St. Peter, ot 
v. Paal, when they were upon Earth, or de- 
fred their Prayers, to be Idolaters. They 
ieeded not any other proof, but only to ſup- 
ſe confidently, that they gave to them the 
worſhip proper to God alone, and the work 
vn done ; eſpecially if they had bur cited 
tat Text of Scripture, Thow ſhalt worſhip the 
Z 2 Lord 
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Lord h God, and Him only ſhalt thow ſerve, 
I confeſs when 1 ſaid, that I thought it would 
be as caſy to prove Snow to be black, as the 
Doctrine of the Catholick Church in this mat- 
ter, to be Idolatryy 1 did not reflect, that 
Dr. St. might ſuppoſe Catholicks to give di- 
vine worſhip to the Saints, and fo conclude 
them to be 7dolaters. But this, (as I now te- 
member) is a Peculiar Topick,of which all 
thoſe who oppole the Faith of the Church, 
are forced to make ue; Viz. to ſuppoſe 
her Doctrine not to be what ſhe affirms, but 
what they would have her to afform, and from 
thence to make her guilty of what Crime: 
and Enormities they p caſe themſelves. 


6. 4. Now although the Teſtimonies of 
the Fathers he alledges, are ſo impertinent 
to the preſent Welles, as I have ſhewed, 
yet becauſe ſome of them, as they ate in- 
perfeitly reported, or advantageouſly tram ſla- 
ted by him, may give occaſſon to an unwary 
Readerto ſuſpect, that theymeant to deny that 
any worſhip at all was to be given to any beſides 
Cod ſhil take the pains to unfuld their mea- 
ning, and free him from any ſuch Jealouſy, by 
ſhowing that when they deny in general 
terms worſhip to be given to a Creature, they 
mean drvine worſhip, which is due to God 
alone ;- and not that worſhip which is given 


to Men, upon account either of their Nats- 
> 
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ral ot Supernatural Endowments ; or for the 
Plact or Office they hold in the Church or 
Common-Wealth, For as there is a worſhi 
due to Men for the former; ſo alſo doubt- 
leſs for the latter. And we have an Example 
of it in Dr. St. himſelf, in his [renicem 
p. 413. [ Printed at London, An. 1662, 
Where, ſpeaking of Mr. Baxter, he calls him, 
Our Reverend and Learned Mr. Baxter: 
Learned, I ſuppoſe for his knowledge ; bur 
Reverend for his Piety, and Place in the Preſ- 
Hitery, and ſo worthy of dowble,if not of treble 
honour. 

Thus much premiſed of the different de- 
rrees there ate of worſhip, as alſo that it is 
a thing notoriouſly known, that many of the 
Heathen Emperors exacted to be worſhipped 
u Gods, that is, with divine worſhup x 

The Teſtimony out of Fuftin Martyr 
lp. 141.) anſwers it ſelf, becauſe where he 
tells the Emperours, that Chriſt did perſwade 
Men to worſhip God alone xc. He 
preſently adds, that the ſame Apel. 2. 
Chrift commanded Chriitians to 
give ante Ceſar the things which 1 Per. 2. 
we Ceſars, of which Honour is 
One, in the Judgment of St. Peter. And the 
like had been manifeſt of 
Theophil us Antiochenws, it the Theophil. ad 
Doctor had fairly ſet down At. (i. 1. 
his words, for he expreſly 

3 aflirmethy 


( 342) 
affirmerh , that although the King was not 
ordained to be adored, yet He was to be ho- 
nour*d with that lawful worſhip, which belongs 
to Him, And this is inſinuated in the very 
woras cited by the Doctot himſelf, [vize 4 
the King ſuffers none under him to be called by 
his Name, nor i it lawful to give it to any, but 
himſelf, ſo neither is it to worſhip any but God 
alone} for although the King will ſaffer none 
under him to be called by his Name yet be 
requires that reſþef be given to thule whom 
he conſtitutes Judges and Magiſtrates under 
Him, according to their degree and quality. 
And God himſelf, although he forbid to give 
his own Name Or Honour to any but Himlclf, | 
— he commands us to give honour to whom 

onowr is duc, Rom. 13. 7. And that this 
was the meaning both of Theophilus and Je. 
fin, we need no bettet — than Ter- 

tullian, who was neer upon 
Scor piac. c. 14. contemporary with them; 

and tells us that the Kine 
1 then to be honoured, when he keeps in 
within bis own Sphere, and abſtains from as 
vine hononursz Qunm dini honoribus lon- 
ge et. So that I cannot but wonder, what 
the Doctot meant by alledging theſe Teil- 
monies of thoſe two ancient Fathers, unle ſs be 
intend to deny any worſhip at all to be due to 
any beſides God or that he think it not pol 
ſible to worſhip a good Man for his ang 

Ali 
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and ſanTity, but we mult give him divine 
lunour. If he produc'd them for no other 
End, but to ſhow thit we ought not to give 
divine worſhip to any created Being whatſo- 
ever, it is evident they are net at all to the 
purpoſe, it being far from the minds and 
hearts of Catholicks to give that honour to the 
Saints. 

$. 3. Bur then the old {cruple returns a- 
gun, Why he may not 4s well honour God by 
wing worſhip to the San, 4s 19 gu- 
u Loyola, or St. Francis, or any p. 143. 
ther late Canonic/d Saint ! (H. 
might have added, it he had pleas'd, or to 
one not yer Canonizcd, his Reverend Mr, 
Bixtey ”) For he us ſure the Sun(and why not 
the moſt Reverend Sun t) d certain Monue 
ment of God"s Goodne(s, Wildome and Power, 
and he cannot be miſtaken therein, but he can 
never be certain of the Holinefs of thoſe Per- 
ſens, he is to give divine V1 bey ta. Tous 
Dr. St. And certainly he mult believe his 
Readers to be all ark blind, who cannot di- 
ſtinguiſh the Revereme duc to a Pulun for 
h's Holineſs, from Divine Worſoip: or that 2 
Saint is not à greater Monument of G 0 D's 
Goodneſs, Wiſdome and Power, than the Sun, 
But by his particularizing the late Canors- 
{fd Saints, it ſeems he is ſatisſicd, that St. 
Peter, and St. Pan! were rear Monuments 
of the Divine Goodneſs, Wiſdome, and Power, 

2 4 theo 


than the Sung that more were raiſed to love 
God by ſecing the light of their example, than 
by gazing upon tha: bright Planet : and con- 
ſequently, that we may much better honour 
God by giving worſhip to them, at leaſt, than 
to the Sung and perhaps to St. Francs too, 
becauſe he is ſo kind as to honour him here 
with the title of Sunt. But his quarrel, I 
perceive, is particularly to Ignatius Loyola, 
(as he irreverently calls him) who for ought 
he can know, (he or: was 4 great hypocrite, 
but he is ſure the Sun is none. And whether 
will his ſ:ght againſt the Saints, at = 


hurry bim, if we may not honour a Man 


for the great Vertue and Picty, which ap- 
rs in him, becauſe for ought we can lu, 
c is a bypocrite? What it the like icruple | 


fhould poſſeſs his mind in order to St. Hu 
rome, St. Ambroſe, St. Auſtin, and the rc of 
the Primitive Saints ? It were but to fay of 
them, what he doth of St. Ine, that for 
ought be can know, they were great hypocrites ; 
For, He knows the bet of Men have their car- 
ruptions, and to what degree it is impeſſibie to 
under fland,but he u certain the ſpots tn the Sun 
are no moral impurities, nor diſpicaſing to God, 
And may he not ſay the ſame of the Martyrs 


too, that for ought he knows, they did not la 


down their lives purely for the trath ol the 


Gel, but perhaps becauſe they were weary | 


of chem, or for vain glory, ot out of obſti- 
14, 
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nary, not to yield to their Adverſaries ? If, 
I ſay, ſuch a ſcrople as this ſhould come in- 
to his mind, what poſſibility were there of 
his ever being freed from it, but by Divine 
Revelation t Yet ſome Aſſiſtance | may per- 
haps give him, by letting him ſ e the n- 
ſenablen ſi of the ſcruple, by the abſurdneſs 
of the Conſequinces wu c muſt allow up- 
on it. For i it be not lawful to nout a 
Saint, ſuppoſed to be in Heaven, becauſe for 
angle he can know, he was a great hypocrite ap- 
an Earth ; it follows by the ſame Rule, that 
we may not honowr any Pet ſon in this Liſe, 
for the grace of God which ſhines in his life 
and converſation, for fear we ſhould honour 
an Hypocrite for a Saint, And I ſhould ad- 
viſe him by no means to preach ths Doct᷑rine 
to his Auditors, leaſt they ſhould entertain 
the ſame ſcrople of Him, which he doth of 
the Saints now raigning with God in Glory, 
O, bur they are the late CanomTed Saints, 
thit he is not in pet ſect Charity with ( for 
it he were, he would never refaf: to hon»wr 
them, upon a meer whimſy, that for ought he 
can know, they were great Hypocrites :) and 
Philip Nertus, he faith, could not be miſtaken 
in the ſhining of the Sun, although he might be 
in the ſhining of Ignatius his face, which yet i 
thong ht ſo conſiderable a thing it leems it was 
bot the only thing) that it read in the Lifſons 
of the Roman Breviary, But whoever confi- 
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ders the care and diligence, uſed at this Day 
by the Church of Rome, in examining the 
Lives, and Action, and Miracles of thoſe 
Petſons whom She Canonizes, ſhall find it 
every way as great, if not greater than in the 
Primitive times. I muſt conſe ſs the Dr.'s de- 
ſperate ſcruple of For onght he can l 
is able to deſeat the greateſt diligence Ima- 
ginabi#: and ſo no doubt it had the dedica- 
tion of that Church in the Weſt ſome years a. 
go, in Memory of out late Royal Sovcraign K. 
Charles I. had it depended upon his deciſive 
Vote. As for the ſhining of S. Ignatius his fact, 
he is net the firſt whom God vouchlafed to 
honour with that outward gu of the Grace 
which ſhined in his Soul; and although the 
Roman Breviary make mention of it - up- 
on the Teſtimony of Philip Neri, yer that 
Philip Nerius is known to have been a Man 
of that ſandity aud integrity, that he would 
rot have fand his own Send, to caſt a falſe 
light upon another Man's face. I am ut, 
theurh the ſpots in the Sus are no Moral Im- 
purities, nor diſpleaſins to God ; yet ſuch 
groundleſs ſuſputions , and raſh judgments 2 
gainſt Perſons of fo eminent and approved 
Vertue, muſt nceds be highly 4iſþ/caſing to 
him. What he adds of” ging worſhip to | 
Kings and their ſtatutes, as well as to Saints 
and their Images, is altogether impertinent, 
for it he mean divine worſhip we deny it may | 
law:ully 


_ 97) : 
lawfully be given to eithet of them i; and if 
he ſpeak of ſach worſhip as may be given to 
Men, 1 would willingly underſtand, why the 
Saints may not be honoured as the adopted 
Children of God, as well as Kings for that 
they are his YVice-gerents ? I would alſo wil- 
lingly underſtand yer farther, whether he 
allow any honour at all to be due to Princes 
upon that account ; for I do not remember 
hitherto any paſſage in him, (though he 
have had frequent occaſion to ſpeak of them) 
from whence I could garher, that he holds 
it lawful to give any worſhip either to their 
Ratues,or to themſelves, And upon the ſame 
Principles that he denies any to be due to 
the Saints, a Quaker would prove that it 
muſt be denied to Princes. 


$. 6. What hitherto hath been alledged 
by the Doctor, to prove us guilty of 7dola- 
try, it ſeems was not fo full to the purpole, 
as himſelf could wiſh it, and there- 

fore he will now come home to the p.145 
cale. And this it is. The Heathens 

were not ſuch Fools,as ſome would make them: 
(nor yet altogether ſo wiſe as be would make 
them, if we may believe the Fathers, to 
excuſe themſelves : Fer, though ( ſaith he ) 
they gave worſhip to ſome,whom they conſider d 
« the greateſt Benefattors to Marrkind, yet 
fill they acknowledged one ſupreme God, not 
Jupiter 
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Fopiter of Creet, but the Father of gods 4nd 
men : Only they ſaid;this ſupreme Goa being of 
fo high a Nature, and there being other Inter. 
mediate Beings between Him and men, wheſe 
office they conceived it was, to carry the Pra- 
ers of Men to God,and to bring down belp from 
Him to them, they thought ut very fitting ty 
addreſs their ſolemn 1 te them. 
Here now, ſaith he, c the very ſame caſe in 


debate, (altering only the Names of Thing: ) 
which is between ws and the Church of Rome, 
and if ever they ſpeak home to our caſe, they 
muit do it wpon this Point. And (6 they ds, 
but very little to their comfort. Here then we 
muſt fix our Foet, and if we can ſhow the 
caſe not to be the ſame, we ſhall by his ow! 


Conſeſſion ſpeak home to the Point; and we 
ſhall morc-over have this comfort at leaſl. 
that we [uffer this reproach of being pars. 
IcI'd to Heathens) falſly, for God's lake. It 
order to this I ſhall ſhow, 1. What the («- 
preme God of the Heathens was, 2. What 
were thoſe Intermediate Beinss. 3dly. What 
was thcir Offices And, 4thiy, What kind of 
ſervice they required, 

. For the ſupreme God Fupiter, the Dor 
Gor ſays, it was not be of Creet, but the Fa- 
ther of gods and men. And the Poets indeed 
call him ſo (of whom Horace conſeſſeth, that 
they took the priviledge to dare to fain and 


ſay any thing.) But how gloriew ſoc vet the 
Title 
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Title be, yet Origen tells us 
in expreſs terms, that he . 5. contr. celſ. 
was not the true God, but a p. 487. 
Devil. We are ready to un- 
dergo, ſaith he, any torments rather than con- 
fels Fupiter to be God, for we do not believe 
Fupiter and Sabaoth to be the ſame, neither in- 
derd to be any God at all, but a Devil, who © 
dlighted with the name of Fupuer, an Enemy 
is Men and God. 240, For the Intermedi- 
ae Beings, it is afſerted by the fame Origen, 
that they were Devils alfo, 
ud according to the dif- . . cent. Celſ. 
krently-formed fate, in P. 525. 
which they aſſiſted ne was 
eſteemed to be Bacchmweanother Hercules, &c. 
The like is afhrmed alſo by Theophilus Anti- 
hens above cited, and K.. Auen upon 
the 96, Pſalm, Burt then becauſe the [u- 
Wreme God was conceived to be of ſe high 4 
Nature, that he knew not what paſſed in this 
lublunary World: Therefore, 34%, The 
office of theſe 1nferiovwr Deities or Devils, 
was to carry wp the Prayers of Men to God (as 
the Doctor himſelf cires 
out of St. Auftin but very i. S. de Civ. Oti. 
nlincerely, for St. Auſtin C. 14. 18. 21. 
liith, not to Ged, but 44 
Dres, to the Gods, that is, to Devili,) out of 4 
on, that they cannot know the neceſſuies 
ad prayers of Men, but by ar 
theſe 
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theſe Spiritsy and ſo ts bring down to Men the 
bleſſings they prayed for : And, athly, To ob- 
lige chem to perform this Office of Nuxcii 
or Mi fengers, (as St. Affi calls them,) 
they exacted of Men to give 

De Civ. Dei. them Divine Worſhip, by the 
11. S. . 21. Oblation of Nu, and S. 
criſces, as the Father. every 

where teſtify. This then is the Scheme of the 
Heathens Droinity and Devotion. The Dotor's 
Father of Gods and Men, was according to 
the Fathers, an Arch Devil; The Inferiner 
Deities, were Inferiouwr Devils, Their office 
was to inform the Superiour Gods, of what 
pailed here below ; and the reward they te- 
quired for this ſervice, was no leſs than the 
Offering of Sacrifice to their Devil. ſhips, And 
now, was this the very ſame caſe ( altering 
only the Names of Things) which, he faith, s 
in debate between Him and the Church of Rowe 
concerning the In voc ation of Saints ? Surely, 
a more 1njurious Calumny ſcatce ever dropt 
from the Pen of the greateſt Enemy of Ci 
flianiy, — that of alias the Apeſlat, 
who charged the Chriſtians of his time tor 
their worſhipping the At artyrs, that for the 
one true God, they worſhipped many Men whe 
were not Gods. A molt 

As St. Cyril Alex. Injurious Calumny, | 
reports of him. u ſay. For, r. The 694, 


6, contr. Fulian, whom we adore, is * 
chat 
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that wiſe Father of Gods and Men, who was 
ſo high, as not to know what was done here 
below but the tree and Immortal God, M- 
ler of Heaven and Earth, who ſces the ſecrets 
of our hearts, and knows our neceſſities be- 
fore we utter them. 24%, The Perſons to 
whom we addreſs our ſelves for their Pray- 
ers, ate not Devils or wicked Wretches, but 
the Friends and Servants of God, whom the 
Door himſelf (as little teſpect as he hath 
ſor them ) acknowledges to exceed thoſe 
other in excellency«. 3dly, Their Offece is not 
to inform the Swpream God of what he knows 
not, but to be t Petitioners with us, and 
for us, to his divine Ma)city, as other Holy* 
men are upon Earth. 44hily,and Laſtly, Wo 
do not procure, or buy this favour of them, 
by offering Sacrifice to them y for as &. 4 
fin faith, What Biſhop officia- 

ting at the Altar, doth ſay at a» Cont. Fauſt 
n time, We offer to Thee Peter, li. 20. c. 21. 
er Faul, or Cyprian But as the 

lime Holy Doctor there ſaith, We ce elrate 
their Memory with Religious Solemnity, both 
is excite ws to their imitation, and ts becomt 


| 

; partakers of their Merits and Prayers : but fo 
, that we ere Altars not to any of the Mar 57 
t I #*t to the God of Martyri,although in Memory 
|  & them, 

] And now having ſpoken thus home to the 


's * wy * 
Caſe, I leave it to the Reader's Judgm: nr, 
whe:hr 
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whether the PraFice of Catholicks in honour- 
ing and Invocating the Saints, be the ſame 
with that of the Heathens, in the worſhip of 
their Inferiour Deities ? To make the 

run Parallel on all four, the Do&or muſt 
prove, either that the God we worſhip is not 
the very true God but an Arch-Dewvily ot that 
the Holy Angels and Saints ate not bis friend: 
and ſervants, but inferiour Devils y Or that 
we believe him to be ſo ignorant, that he 
ſtands in need of them to inform him or that 
we offer ſacrifice and etect Altars to them, 
And when he can do al, ur am of theſe, he 
will ſpeak ſomething to the Point. But I be- 
lieve theſe are none of thoſe things, which be 
threatens largely to prove, if farther occafin 
be given, And I have good reaſon to be- 
lieve fo, by his preſent undertaking, which 
is not to prove any of theſe things (in which 
the Parallel muſt conſiſt, if there be a. 
but to caſt a wif before his Readers cyes, 
and make him loſe both his labewr, and the 
Question, as 1 ſhall ſhow in the tollowir? 
Chapter. 
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CHAP. II. 


What kind of Honeur Catholicks gie to the 
Saints, The Teſlimonies of Origen, and St. 
Ambroſe cxplained. Of the Prattice of 
making Addreſſes to particular Saints, 


1. 1. He Qreſion at preſent between 
Dr. Sr. and the Church of Rome, 
is not whether divize worſhip be 

to be given to the Saints, {for this is abhor'd 

of all ftaithi\ul Chriitians } but whether an 

Jafcriour Worſhip, of like kind with thit 

which is given to Holy Men upon Earth for 

their H.iineſs and neer Relation to God, Q2y 
not be lawfully given to them, now they acc 
ln Hiaven ? This is the trae [ate of the 

ian between us, waich the Dock *. 2 

trad to grapple with, turns aſide, and wil 

ſhe Caich Jin 64 von thele tus thin r. 

1, That the Fathers did condemn all p. 146. 


. 


F . 
"bh kind of worſh p, [utpoſins ther 


Principle true, tilt is, as tar as | can under= 
land it, ſappoſi g whac they ſaid was tree, 
2. That they did not only condemn it, in thoſe 
ritt, which the Heathens worſhipped, but 10 
gud Angel; themſeives, And before len- 
dige with Him upon the Tefimontes of tho 

Aa Fathers, 
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Fathers, 1 muſt diſperſe the Miſt he raiſes by 
his Egregious equiv cating in the words, 41 
fach kind of worſkip. W hat kind of worſhip 
is it the Fathers deny may be given to the 
met excellent created Beengs ? He tells us, 
(p. 145+) any Religious Worſhip. And what 
doth he mean by Religious Worſhip ? To diſ- 
tate, (üth Mr. Thorndike ) 

Foil. part. 3. whether we are bound to honour 
Pp. 353+ the Saints or not, were to 41. 
pute whether we are to be Chri- 

Hias, ard to believe this or not. Whether thi 
be Religioxs or Cecil, nothiny but equivocation 
of words makes diſÞutabie,and the cauſe of that 
equivocation the want of words y, walzar uſe 
$01 having pr les word: ref eri ts ſignify 
CONCEPIUGNS 4 W144 mice vos jrom Commun 
ſenſe. — Pn; te excellence, and the 
Keiation we he de to them, I iag lnteligtble on- 
ly Ly Chriftiazity, mu? bor7ow 4 Name from 
. et, wu; JV er las LEED attributes te God, 
or to © Mer war Super ienrs, And then 2 little 
aſier ie 1.1. 7247 the Relation which God 
hath ſettled between re Church Militant and 
Triwmphan' may be reuſonably called Religious, 
provided that the diſtarce be not confounded 
between the Heli, lunge, of God, and that 
Honour of the Creainre,rhich the Religious ha- 
nour of God enjoins, veing neither Cruil ner 
Humane, but ſuch as 4 Creature iu capable of 
for Religions ſake, and that Relation which 1 
; ſertlths 
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ſatleth, By this it appears, that if the Dofor 
mean by Religions Worſhip that Honer which 
is due to God alone, it is rue what the Fa 
thers ſay, that It is net ts be given to the moſt 
excelent created Beings, but nothing at all to 
the Point in debate between us, If he mean, 
that Honour of which a Creature is capable of 
for Religion's ſake, and that Relation which it 
ſatleth, I ſhall Mow it to be falſe that the 
Fathers deny any ſach honoar to be given to 
the Holy Angels and Saint. And it he con- 
tend that this kind of wor- 

ſhip ought not to be called de Civit. Dei. 
Re.19 1089) St. Au will tell 11.10. c. 1. 
him, that it is but « mcer 

wrangling about words, becauſe the word 
Relivion, as he ſhows, may be uſed in other 
ſrafes beſides that of the wor- 

Bip due to Cod and Himdelt Contr. Fauſt. 
ſp:aking of the henour is Cn 11. 20.c. 21. 
dy Chriſtians to the Martyrs, 

luth, We celebrate their Memories with Reli- 
views Solemmity. And who ſo (faith Mr.Thorn- 
lite in the place above cited) could wiſh, that 
ihe Memories of the Martyrs, and ether Saints 
we ved ſe , to aſſure the Church they wonld 
tive been At artyrs, had they been called to it, 
Alas, He never thought that, for ought Dr. 
H. can know, they were great Hypocrites) 
hid net been honoured, a it plain they were 
Wrowred by Chriſtians, muſt find in his heart 
Aa 2 by 
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by conſequence, to wiſh that Chriſtianity had nat 
prevailed, Whether this Cenſure of Mr 
Thorndikt's be applicable to my Adverſary, 
or no, depends upon his allowing, or not al- 
lowing luch honour to the Samts,as is plain 
was given them by Chriſtians ; but tor the 
diſtinction he makes between the Religious 
wor ſhip due to God, and that of which 4 Crta- 
ture iu capable of for Religion's ſake, it will 
clearly diſpell the Aft he hath raiſed from 
the Teſimonits of the Fathers; and let the 
Reader ſce, how he hath perverted their 
meaning, and yet faid nothing to the pur- 
pole, 
$+ 2. The firſt he cites is 0rizen, affirm- 
ing, that the Scripture doth indeed ſtile God, 
the God of Gods, and Lord of 
Contr, Celſ. Lords, but withall ſaith, that 
I. S. in prince ts ws there is but one God the 
Father of whom are all things, 
and One Lord Feſus Chrizt by whom art all 
things, and we by Him ____ And his mind 4 5 
cends up to the ſupreme Cod who worſhips Um 
tnſepar ibly 4 4 indiviGbly by hy $087. who 4* 
lone con duct ws to the Father, Therefore ſce- 
ing there are many Gods, :nd many Lords, we 
endeavour by all means not en te carry or 
minds above thoſe things on Earth, which art 
worſhipped by th: Heathen for God's, but above 
thoſe whom the Scripture calls Gods, by which 
Oger mcaus the Angels. To this] anſwer, 
n 
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that it is plain from the very words theme 


ſelves, that the worſhip which Origen here 
contends, ought not to be given to Angels, 
is dine worſhip proper to God alone x for 
he ſpeaks only of that worſhip, which is gi- 
ven to the Father inſeparabiy and irdiviſebly 
by bis Son. And when-ever ſach worſhip is 
to be given, we muſt not only carry our 
minds above thoſe things which were wor- 
ſhipped by the Heathens tor Gods, but above 
the good Angels allo, becauſe they are not 
inſeparably and indrvifibly One with the Fa- 
ther, as the Son is, who alone can conduct us 
by his Grace and Merits to the Father. 
And this is yet more plain from the Reply, 
which Origen gave to that Evaſion of Celſus, 
vis, that None were to be honoured for Gods, 
lat thoſe to whom the ſupreme God doth com- 
municate it z for, deny ing any ſuch honour 
to have been granted by God to the Heroes 
or Demons of the Heathens, he proves from 
Miracles, and Prophecies, and Precepts, that 
tis honour was given to Chriſt, ii omnes ho- 
urent Film, ſicut Patrem honorant that all 
ould honour the Sen, as they honour the Fa- 
ther, that is, that they ſhould honour him 
8 094,which the Doctor tranſlates that they 
who honour the Father, ſhould honour the fon 
aſs, tacitly infinuating that no honour at 
m ght be lawfully given, but to the Son. 
Ad again, wacn Celſus objects, that by the 
Aa 3 lane 
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ſame Rule that Chriſtians gave honor to Chriſt, 
he thong t they mizht give it fo Inferiour Det- 
ties : Ihe account which Origen gives of the 
worſhip which Chriitians attribute to the 
Son, A z. becauſe it is ſaid, I and my Fathir 
are One. ] makcs it yer more cvident,that he 
ſpeaks of divine worſhip, which cannot be gi- 
ven to any created Beings 3 and not of ſuch 
an In/eriour Wor ſtip of which Creatures are 
capable upon account of their Holineſs and 
Relation to Cod. For of theſe he ſaith (and 
who will not wonder to ſee it cited, though 

but impertectly, by the Doctor 
p. 148. himſcli) that if Celſus had alen 

of the true Miniiters of God aſie 
his only begotten Son, ſuch as Gabriel, Michael, 
and all the Angeli and Archangels, aud had 
comended that they were to be worſhipped: 
( which laſt words, though very material, 
are left out by Dr. St.] he acknowledres that 
by explaini "eg the notion of worſhip or reſßect, 
and the Adlions of thoſe that erve it, perhaps 
he ſhould have ſaid ſomething of that Subjcil, 
4s far as the dignity of ſo great 4 thing, and 
the reach of his underitarding would have per- 
mitted, But this not being objected by Cel- 
ſas, but only that they were by the ſame Rule 
by which they worſhipped Chriſt tor God, to 
worſhip in like manner the Inferiovr Deities 
ol the Heathens, he thought it not neceſſaty 
to enlatge upon that Subject at preſent, but 


only 
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only to ſhow the ditterent account vpon 
which they worſhipped Chrif, as one with 
his Father, By which it is maniſeft he held 
2 certain worſhip or rere duc io the Angels, 
inferiowr to that, which is 
due to God alone, And all i. 5. cantr. Ce. 
that the Doctor hath to 
ſay for himſelſ.is that rigen ſuith elſ where, 
Although the Angels be called Coll5 S 
prure, yet we are not 10 wer, them with A 
vine worſhip : which is a pl. conccfſion, 
that when Origen denies wor flip to any crea- 
ied Beings, he ſpeaks of divine w and 
ſo nothing agairſt that 7»/:75:47 er big or 
reſpeR waich is given by Cat“ co the 
Holy Angels and Seems, 

$- 3, But now the Door would Cem to 
iy lomerhing to the pur- 
pole, when he tells us, that . S. comvr. Ceiſ. 
brigen miterly denies, that 
mr Prayers are to be offered to anybut Chrifft 
ane and that any word which n proper to Re- 
lirtous worſhip, uw to be attributed to the Aw 
gels themſelves, But he does but ſeem to 
— home to the — 
* as Mr Thorndike well FERil. part. 3. 5. 353 
obſerves, The ter mes of 8 
Prayer, Invocation, calling "en, and whatever 
tie we can uſe, are or may be in deſpite of our 
tearts,equivecal j that is, we may be conftrain- 

td, wnl:ſs we uſe that diligince, which common 
Aa 4 diſcrcrion 
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dilcretion counts ſuper flueus, to uſe the (ume 
wor 4s 11 ſixmiſying requejts made to God and 
to Min, And a little atter. Prayer, Invocati- 
on, calling upon, u not ſo proper to God, but 
that whether you will or not, every Petition to 4 
Prince or Court of Fuſtice,s necefbarily 4 Pray- 
r and he that make: it, Invocates or Calls 
"pn that Princ? of Court for favenr, or for 
Taufe. Ine Notion then of Prayer may be 
diſtinguiſhed, as well as that of Worſhp: 
and Proteſtants themliclves Wen they pray 
others to pray tor them, uſe it in a quue 
different ſenſe, than when the; pray to God : 
for as applycd to Ged, it imports a total de. 
pendanie upon him, as the Arier of all 
good but as apply d to Juſt and Holy men, 
it implies no more, than a Communion of 
Love and Society in the Members of the 
Church «Militant, with thoſe of the Trim 
phant, tor the athftance of their Prayers, to 
Lim who only can give what we ask. And 
in this ſenſe the words Prayers, Invocation &c. 
ate uſed by Catholicks, when they are apply 
ed to the Holy Ange and S:intss And that 
Origen, when he dunes that enr Prayers art ts 
be offered to any but Chrijt alone, ſpeaks of 
Prayer in the firſt lenſe, and nor in the latter, 
is evident from what he had ſaid before in 
the beginning of the firſt Book, where he 
acknowledges that the Angels do offer up the 
Prayers of Men to God, ( and ſurcly it cas 
never 
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never be 1dolatry in us to deſire them to de 
what they dei and much more from his own 
practice, in his fit Homily upon Ezcchiel, 
where he Invocates an Angel in theſe words, 
Come Holy Angel, and recerve Him who 1 
converted from his former Errour, And ther- 
fore, when he lays, We arc not to pray to them 
who pray for ws He adds, (as the Doctor 
cites him p. 149.) That we ought not to di- 
vide our ſupplicat ions between God and them; 
By which he explains himſclt to mean, that 
we ought not to pray to thm in the ſame 
manner, as we do to Gods for that indeed 
were to divide our ſupplication ; But to de- 
lire them to offer up our Prayers, or to pr. 
for us, is not to divide our ſupplications be- 
tween God and them, but to ane their Pray- 
ers to outs, as we do the Prayers of juſt 
Men upon Earth, whom we deſite to pray for 
us. It is evident then, and moſtly out ot the 
very places cited by the Doctor himſclt that 
the Invocation or Honour, which Origen de- 
nies to be given to Anzels, is that which is 
due to Cod. 

$. 4. But now the Doctor, weary (ir 
ſems) of being ſerious fo long to no pur- 
poſe, thought fir to entertain his Reader with 
an other Eflay (for one Enterlade of this 
kind we have had already in the 1#.Chap.) 
of the peculiar Faculty he hath in expoſing 
the Saints to det iſion. Ce!ſue(faith he, p. 150) 
v4 
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get further arges, that according to the deftrin 
of the Agypteans, every part of a Maw hath i 
particular Demon or Ethereal God, and eve 

one of theſe being invocate 4, heals the diſeaſes 
of the parts proper to themſelves; why then 
may they not juſtly be invocated ? ſaith Cel(ae, 
And if one of the Church of Rome, ſaith D- 
Still. had been to anſwer him he muſt have told 
him, that the thing was rational which he ſaid 
only they were out in their Names y for initead 
of Chnumen, Chnaachamen, Cnat, Sicat, Bis, 
Ero, &c. They ſhould have choſen Raphael for 
travelling and againſt Diſeaſes, Apollonia 4+ 
carnft the Tooth ach Sebaſtian and Roch 4. 
gainſt the Plague, St. Nicholas againſt Tem- 
peits, Michael and St. George againſt Enemies, 
and others in like caſes, Thus the Door 
makes ſport for himſelf, and others of his 
humour, by deriding a practice uſed by ſome 
Catholick People, of addreſſing themſelves io 
fone particulꝰt Saints, rather than others, 
againſt pai ticula r danners or d:ſcaſcs z as if 
chere were no difference between the Ag - 
tian demons.0; Fiberial Ct, and the Samts, 
but in the Namis o bctucen the e 4 
ans addteſſes to thoſt Hr, ard thoſe of 
C athalicks to the Holy Sννι and Angelis, but 
in the langnage and that there neeced no 
more, but to correct the Names, as you 
would do faulcs eſcaped in Prin ming, wiz, tor 
Chnumes to icad Raphael y for Cle amen, 
Ayol/ania,y 


— 
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Apollonia 1 z for Cnat, Sebaſtian ; for Sicat, 
Roch ; tor Eu, eAlic Vel and I ſappole 
for, Cc. (ir is ſo like the Dragons Tail) 
St. George, who othetwiſe muſt be lefr out. 
Bar * Port is not more ple aſing to thoſe 
who mock at all Religion, than I hill make 
it appear ridicalous to - ſober Fraders, by 
ſhowing Two things: 1. The diftcrence de- 
tween the Doctrine * Pe ctice of the A+ 
eſptians, and that of Cathelicks. 2. The rei- 
fonableneſs of the practice of ad ad- 
dreſſes to one particular Saint, rather than 
another. 

Firft then, That Cathslicks look upon the 
Saints with a diftcrent regard from wha the 
Egyptians did their Demons, is evident, in 
that the «f2yptians believed them to de Gods, 
which is far from the heart of a y Catholick 
to believe of the Anzels and Saints: And it 
is no leſs evident that the addreſſes they 
make to them 2 e different from thoſe the 
Eryprians made to thoſe Gods, becauſe as 
(1768 faith, the Invocation w uch Celſius con- 
teaded for, was Fotrva illis ſacriſicia red tre 
'o offer ſacrifice to them, (which is due to 
God alone) and that upon account that they 
had power to heal the Diſcaſes of the Parts 
proper to themlelves : But the Invocaticn 
which Catholicks make to the Holy Ane, 
and Saints., is but to defire them, as we do 
Holy Men upon Earth, to pray for us. And 
the c- 
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thrreſorc when the Door faith, that If one 
of the Church of Rome had been to Anſwer 
Celſus, he wf have told him, that the thing 
wes Rational which he ſaid. I muſt tell him, 
that what he faith is [rrational and falſe be- 
cauſe both the Conceit they have of the Au- 

and Saints, and the addriſes they make 
to them, as I have ſhewed, aic point blank 
oppoſite to thoſe of the «Agyptians. But now 
on the other fide, ſuppoſing the «Af z1ptians 
had the ſame concert of their Demons which 
Catbelicks have of the Holy Angels and Saints, 
and that they did no more but as Catholick; 
do, defire them to pray for them to the ſo- 
pream God , would it follow that Catholicks 
may not defire the Prayers of the Saints and 
Angels? No more, than becauſe the A- 
tians crefted Temples, and offred Sacrifice to 
their great God Ofirss ; therefore Catholick; 
may not do the ſ«me to the very true God 
himfclf : or, bccauſe they made thrir ſolemn 
ſepplications to a falſc God therelore Prote- 
Hur may not offer up their Prayers to the 
cruc te. 

2, The reaſonableneſs of making addreſ- 
ſs to one particular Saint rathcr than ano- 
ther in ſome particular occaſions: And this 
will appear from me Conftideration upon 
which it is uſually donc, which is not a dt- 
viſion of offices among the Saints, evcry ore 
of whom may cqually i tetcede wit out e- 
trenching 
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trenching upon the Propriety of another, 
and their Inter ceſſian may be implored by us, 
in all kinds of neceſſities whatſuevet ; but it 
is grounded upon a Reflex;on,which the ſup / 
pliant makes eithet upon ſome ſignal Crace, 
which ſhincd in that Saint above others, as 
Patience, Humility, Chaſtity, &c. (for winch 
reaſon the Church ſaith of every one of them, 
Non eſt inventus ſimili illi, that there was no 
other found like to him) or upon the particu» 
lar manner of his ſuffering Martyrdom, or 
lome particular Miracle, or ſuch like revar- 
table pulage in his Lite and aftionsz which 
may ſerve to excite the Hope of the ſuppli- 
ut to obtain redreſs by me ins of his Incer» 
ceſſion, in 2 caſe which he conctives to bear 
a ſuitableneſs or conformity to ſomething 
acted or fuffered by him. Now the cſſicacy 
of Pr ayer being grounded on Hope, and it bee 
ing natural to us to hope for redreſs where 
others have found it, or where it may more 
reaſonably be expected, by realoa of ſome 
particular qualification we apprehend in the 
Perſon to whom we aililrels, it is manifeſt, 
that as the aboveſaid Reflexiom [ſerves to erect 
our Hope, ſo allo it conduces to the end of 
Prayer, that is, the obtaining of what we 
pray for, Hence it is, that although all the 
dune Atttibutes ate really one and the ſame 
mdiviſible Perfectios in God, yet for pardon 
we fly to his Merci y for knowledge to bis 


Wiſdom, 
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Wiſdome for Protection to his Power, &c. And 
St. Paul aſſigns the remiſſion of our ſins to 
the Paſſion of Chriſt, but our Fuftification 
(by which we riſc to gene of life) to his 
Reſurrection. He was delivers 
Rom.4.25. eite death for eur fins, and 
roſe again for our Fuſlification 
The reaſon whercot he gives in the Epiſtle 
to the Hebrews» c. 2. v.18, Where he ſaith, 
that it bchoved Chrift to be made like unto his 
Brethren in all things, that he might be a mer- 
ciful and faith High Prieſ! in things per- 
timing to God, to make reconciliation for the 
fin, of the People ; For, Hnith he, in that be 
(uffired himſelf being tempted, he is able to ſuc- 
conr them that are tempted ; that is, by what 
he ſufftred himſclt, te is made prompt and 
ready to ſuccout thoſe who are in 15 
and Temptation. For it was true c ven of | 
moſt ſacred Humanity, wliat the Poet out of 
the very nating, of Hemanity made another 
fay, Hand inner Nu, wiſerss ſuccurrere diſc, 
that by his own ſufferings he had learnt how 
to com paſh onate the ſufferings of others. 
And this was laid down by St. Pan! as a p 
werful Argument to perſwade t. ic Hebrew! 
to put their Hope in Hom for their teconcili- 
ation with Cod, becauſe he was ſu particu» 
larly qualifed and fred for that Work by 
what he had ſuffered, Why then may not 


« like Conſideration of the fitnels ot quali- 
hcation 
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fication of axe Sint above others, as ſo con- 
ceived by us (cither for his eminent Perſecti- 
on in ſuch a particular virtue, or ſome uthet 
Remarkable paiſage in his Life) be taken as a 
Motive to invite us to addrels for the obtain» 
ing what we ſtand in need of, to bus Inter- 
ben betore others ? The Scripture we 
know to perſwide us to Pa- 

tience in Adverſity, bids us Fame; 5. 10. 
reflect upon the ſufferance of 

Feb yz And why may not his eminence in that 
virtue, as it ſerves for an example of our I» 
mitation, be alſo taken as a particular m- 
we of our having recourſe to his Iaterceſ- 
fen? And when Facob bleiſed the two Sons 
of Foſeph, Ephraim and Mazaſſes, among ſo 
many Angels whole affiltance he might have 
implored, he beggs for that Ange! in parti- 
cular to be their Guardian, who 1111 decliver- 
ed him out of all his troubles. The Angel, 
ſuth he; who delivered =? 

from all evils, bleſs theſe Chil- Gen. 48. 16. 
dren, And why? but becauſe 

be thought that he who had been ſo careſul 
to deliver him, would be as cateſul ro deli- 
Ver them. And upon this account were I in 
danger of being ſhip wracke, I ſhould ſoon- 
er fly to the Interce ion of St. Paul, who had 
laved by his Prayers all his Felluw-paiſene 
gers in the Ship from being drowned, than 
io another who had never becn in the like 


danger. 
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danger. Bchold here then the Crime of ca 
tholicks in calling particularly upon the . 
gel Raphael when they travelyoecauſe he pro- 
tedted young Tobias in his Journey i upon 
St. Roch again the Plague, becauſe his Cha- 
rity was ſignal in affiſting thoſe who were in- 
ſeed with it: upon St. Nicholas again 
Tempeſts, becauſe he ſaved ſome by his Pray- 
ers, who in a ſtorm at & invoked him, 
while yet alive: upon Sr. Apollonia for the 
Tooth-ach,becauſe all her Teech were ſtruck- 
en out for her free Confeſhon of Chrif; and 
upon St, Michael and St. George ag unſt Ene- 
mies, becauſe the latter was by Profeſſion 2 
Souldicr, and a moſt valiant Martyr, And 
the former is recorded in Scripture to be the 
Protector of the People of God, 

Dan. 10. 21. This is the Crime for which 
& 12. 1. the Doctor ChargesCatholicts 
with [dolatry. But if it be 4 

Crime in them, it is much like that of 4 
Beggar, who hopes ro hnd relief at that %, 
wacre he hcars others have been relieved be. 
fore, The Door perhaps to carry on his 
Port, will inſtance in ſome addreſſes that ate 
made to particular Saizts upon ſuch ac- 
counts, which ſeem to him ridiculous, ot it 
may be contrary to what happened to the 
Saint, But wiule I defend the reaſonableneſs 
of the practice in it (c\f, | am not bound 0 


defend, that af who ulc it, take the hints of 
un 
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their application to one Saint beſott inothet 
from ſolid and reaſonable Motives. This 1 
know, that what ſeems ridics/ow to One 
who ſcofts at devotion, may ſerve to raiſe 
affetions in another who is truly deveut : 
And the Chananean Woman, when our Savi- 
wr aid to her, It i not 

goed to take the Children's Matth. 15. 26. 
— and cait it to Dogs, 

drew an Argument of Hope, from whence 4- 
nother who had not her Faith would have 
taken a Motive of deſÞair. In fine, to con- 
clade this Point, let us ſuppoſe that Martha 
rd Mary Magdalen, who are now glorious 
unt, in Heaven, were again living u 
Earth, I would gledly know whether a Per- 
ſon guilty of Incentinency, might not with» 
ont being guilty alſo of A un Idolatry, 
conceive a greater Hope of obtaining God's 
avour by the Prayers of fo Exemplar a Con- 
vert than by thoſs of her Siſter, though more 
lanocent? Surely the Parallel Example of her 
Converſion, and the particular Teal ſhe muſt 
ave for the Converſion of others, would 
ſoon determin the devotion of the Prnitent 
to have recourſe to ber lnterceſſhon ? The 
Caſe is the ſame now ſhe is in Heaven, for 
ſhe hath not loſt her Charity by be ing there. 
And the caſe is the ſame in addrefies made 
to viher Saints, upon like accounts, as L 
ſhewed above, When thetetore the D tor 
B hath 
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hath a mind hereafter to change the names 
of the «Egyptian Gods, who according to 
their doctrin preſided over the ſeveral parts 
of Mans let him, if he pleaſe, — 
out of the Almanack the Anatomy of Mans 
Bagy, 4s the parts thereof are govern'd by the 
Twelve $ gt, Arie, Turm, Ccmint, Cancer, 
Leo, &c. The Characters at leaſt may ſtand 
indiſferently. as Hieroglyphical Notes either 
of the Signs of the Zodiact, ot , Dev 


ities» Bat nothing can be more ridiculous, | 


than to aſſert, that there is #o diſþarity be- 
tween the A ,n, worſhip of thoſe Dei- 


ties, and the henour which Catholicks give to 
the Saints, but in the Nawes, Thus much 


for Origen, 

$. 5. His ſecond Teſtimony is out of the 

Commentarics, undcr the 

In Fp.ad Rom, Name of St. Ambroſe, wheic 

e. 1. that Authour ſpeaking 2 

g unſt choſe who neg eil iaę 

the true God, ſaid it was ſufficient for them 

to worſhip only the things which are ſeen, lays, 

that they made wc of 8 mi{trable exruſe,which 

was, that acceſs mug lt be made to God by theſe, 
as we go tothe King by his Conrtiers &c. 

To this I anſwer, that it is evident by the 
Anſwer of that Author, as ſet down by the 
Doctor, that he ſpeaks of thoſe who gave the 
honory duc to God, to a Creature, and forſakt- 
in; d diadored their Fellow ſervants. Whom 
theretors 
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therefore he compares to theſe who give the 
banour due te the King, to any of his Courtiersy 
which as he doth not, who only makes uſe 
of a Courtier to recommend him to the King: 
ſo neither do Catholicks give the honour due 
to God, to the Santi, who only require the 
{your of their Prayers to God. Bur here the 
Doctor makes a terrible blunder by his dex- 
tous tranſlating thoſe words of the Author, 
[Seffr agatore non opus oft, ſed mente devota:] 
To ſignify, that becauſe nothing is hid from 
Grd, therefore we need no one to recommend 
« ts bis favours 4 devout mind is enourh : 
which if it were the Author's meaning (as ir 
the Dotor's) would make him to exclude 
wt only the neceſſity we have of the Prayers 
of our Fellow members as well of the Church 
Militant as Triumphant, but allo of the Ju- 
tceſſion of Chriſt himſelf: for, if 4 devout 
nine be enoweh, and that we need no one to 
tommend we te God's favour, what need we 
be Prayers of others, or the Interceſſion of 
Criſt ? But it is manit. |, that the Author 
lakes not the word in this ſenſe; but as thoſe 


called ſufregatores, whole vete or advice 


de King takes Cot cx imple) in the Election 
his Officers, becauſe as the Author there 
ddeth, being but 4 Man, le knows not of lum- 
if mhems 10 employ in publick fart, without 
eng tinſorm*sd by others. To's is the Kea- 
gien by the Author, ard this is what the 

B35 2 Heathen! 
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Heathens affirm d of their 
De Civ. Dei. Inferiour Deities,as St. Auſtin 
li. S. c-. 21. reports, Viz. That the Ethe 
real Gods who have care of 
humane affairs, would not know what Men ts, 
une the Arrial Damons declared it to them, 
By which it appears, that when the Author 
ſays, Suffragatore non eit opus, that becas{e 
nothing u hid from God, there is no netd of i 
ſuffragator, he means, that Go D netds not 
any one to inform or adviſe him what to do, 
as Kings do, and as the Ethereal Gods of the 
Heathen did; but not, according to Dr.St.'s 
Verſion, that we need no one te recommend 
ws to his favour, that is, that we need not 
the Prayers and Interceſſhons of ja Perſons 
which the Scriptere ſaith, are available aul 
Him. 
$. 6. The like Piece of Legerdemais he 
uſes in his next Teſtimony (p.153.) out of 
St, Auſtim,for where he faith, 
De Civ. Dei. that if the Ethereal Gods can 
li. S. c. 21. fee our minds [non ad hoc de- 
monibus indigent nunciu Vie 
need not for this the demons for Meſſengers ot 
Inf ur. The Ductor tranſlates it mnpers 
ſonally, that if our minds can be known with- 
our their help, there u no need of their Med 
tien, Mm 1tng thereby, that if ort acceſh- 
tits and Prayers Can be known to God Wit 
out his being intorm'd by the Holy Agel 
ard 
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and Saints, we need not their Prayers and [ns 
_ to recommend us to his favour, 
Theſe are the ſhifts the Doctor is put upon, 
to wreſt the Fathers to ſay wht they never 
mean't. But now he thinks he hath knockt 
us on the Head with a down-right blow, 
when he tells us out of the ſame 

K. Auſtin, tha / thoſe who are Chri- 1.9 c. 15. 
fians do believe, that we need not 

many, but One Mediator, and Him the very 
Perſon himſelf, by whoſe participation we are 
wade happy. Bur here allo his Pex (that f- 

tal Injfirement by which he does us dead) 

moved not fo even, as not to flant à little 

from the true tranſlation and meaning of 
K. Auſtin's words. For whereas St. Anſlin 

diſputing there againſt the PIA, who 

made the [nfericur Deitie to be Mediatorrs, 

hid, Von multis [ed uno Mediatore oÞus erat, 

that to bring as to happineſs, there needed not 

neny, but One Mediator y the Doctor firſt 
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48 makes a Preface of his own, as if it were 
eins, that theſe who are Chriſtians do 
eve And then turns [oper erat there was 
OY 19 need} ( as Plate pretended) into we need 


07+ "ot many, but One Mediator ; as if St. Auſtin 
16-Y vere diſputing againſt Catholicks for deſi- 
l- ng the Interceſſion of the unt. To the 
F. Teltimony it ſelf, as it ſtands tranſlued by 


the Ddr, I anſwer, that it is plain from 
the very words of St. Avis, that he ſpeaks 
Bb 3 ot 
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of ſuch a Mediator, by whoſe Participation we 
are made happy, that is, of a Mediator of Re- 
demption, and not 2 Mediator of Interceſſion, 
thar is, ſacn an one as may recommend us in 
hi- Prayers, to obtain God's favour through 
his Son Feſus Chriſt our only Saviour and He- 
deemer: for theſe may be may, 
Epil.3.Part, as Mr.T borndike well oblervs, 
p. 355» when he faith, that if whoſe 
ever be accepted to pray for . 
wothry is neceſſarily by ſo doing his Mediator, 
nere 6+ Advocate to him, with whom be 
& ddnaitcd to deal on his behalf by bus Prayers, 
then — Certainly neither could Fob interctat 
for bis friends, nor Samuel for the Iſratines, 
nor Abraham for Abimelech or Pharaoh, ner 
any of GA Prophets for any that had or were 
ts have reconrſe to them for that purpoſe but 
they muſt br by ſo doing Mediators, Intercefors 
and Advitatts for them with God, And in 
this ſcnſe, (ſuppoſing that the Samts prey 
for u, w.nch Dr. St. Nich, be will not dem 
the Fathers did belirve. p. 173.) He admits 
that the Sans nay be called our Mediators, 
and Interceſſors to God, and that te diſpate 
whether they may be counted ſo or no, ut 4 metr 
contention abent words. Now that the word 
Mediator is not ſo appropriated to Chrif, } 
but that it may be and is applyed to ſume 
Bible in 4* other, even in Holy Scriptures } 
Lenden, 1610, the Annotaticns ſet forth upon | 
ne 1 
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the Bible by Pablick Authority tell us, when 
explicating that place of St. Paal, Gal. 3. 19. 
The Law was ordained by Angels in the hand 
of a © Mediator } They affirm that the Media- 
ter there meant was Moſes, But however 
the word Mediator may be uſed, the Doctor 
lays, it would be ridiculous here to diſtinguiſh 
Mediators of Redemption and Interceſfion, be- 
cauſe all that the Heathens attribuied to their 
gd ſpirits, (tor ſo he will have them to be 
in deſpite of St. Asftin, who calls them 
Devils) was only Inter ceſſion., 

This he avoucheth here in the face of the 
World, p. 156. but (as I ſuppoſe) in con- 
hdence, that neither his Reader, nor his Ad- 
verlary will be ſo rude, as to remember him 
of what he told us out of Celſus, p. 1 50. 
that the gin Deities at leaſt, I mean 
Chaumen, Chnaachumen, Cnat, Scat, Biu, E- 
rs, ec, Every one of them healed the diſeaſes 
4 the parts proper to themſelves, and there- 
we might juitly be invocatedy, nor yet of 
what he told us fo lately out of St. Auſtin, 
p. 155, that the Heathens ſuppoſed that the 
Gods could not know the Neceſſities and Pra- 
ers of Men, but by the Imryention of thoſe 
Wirits, and that the giving them divine wor- 
Np proceeded wpon = [ajpoſition y V7 chat 
it was their office to infgrm the Superiour 
Gods of what they could not know other- 
wile. For, if theſe things be true, it is ma- 
Bd 4 nifeſt ly 
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nifeſtly falſe what the Door affirms at pre- 
ſent: Fiz. that AL 1 that the Heathens &- 
tributed to their Inferiour Deities was only Ja- 
terceſſion ; and conſequently , he not only 
comradifts the Trash, but (what perhaps to 
him is worſe,) Himſelf alſo. So dear doth 
it colt him, to make the Charch of Rome ap- 
pear guilty of 1delatry, for deſiting the r- 
ers of the Holy Angels and Saimtsy not to . 
form God of what he knows not, nor for 
them to give what they ask, (as the Heatben; 
believed of their Deities) but only to recom- 
wend us to his favour, as we the proy- 
ers of one another, But his Zeal is not all 
ſpent, There follows a ſecond Part of itto 
the ſame doleful Tone ; And we mult dance 


27 by ſtep after it, if we will not be count- 
ed Rats, 
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CHAP. III. 


What kind of Worſhip of CAngels was Con- 
demned by St. Paul, Theodoret, cc. with 
4 farther diſÞplay of the diſparity between the 
Heathens Wor ſhip of their Inferiour Deities 
and that given by Catholicks ts Holy An- 
gels and Sams, 


6. 1. He Second Thing the Docter pro- 
poſed to ſhow out of the Fa- 


thers, (p. 154.) was, that they 
did not only condemn grving this wor ſhip to the 
Spirits, which the Heathen worſhipped, but to 
good Angels tos. And here again he deludes 
his Reader with that general term of this 
Worſhip ; as if the honour which Catholick; 
give to the good Angels, by deſiring their 
Prayers to the only true God, were the ſame 
with that worſbip which the Heathen gave to 
theſe ſpirits whom they worſhipped with ſacri- 
fice 28 Gods. But we muſt give him leave to 
cry whoop, all lud, in Generals, and find him 
aut if we can. 

The firſt place he ſeeks to hide himſelf in, 
(and he was fo aſts id to be diſcover'd, tha: 
he would not ſet down the words) is that 
Text of St. Pas, Col.2.18, Let no Man 
bernile 
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begnile you of your reward in 4 voluntary hu: 
mulity, and worſhipping of Angeli, Ce. and 
not holding the Head( Chriſt.) Here he faith, 
that St. Paul doth in the gener il condemn the 
worſhip of Angels, that is, all kind of wor 
of any kind ot Angels, whether good or bad, 
But if ſo, why did St. Paul ſay, in a volup- 
tary humility,and not holding the Head Chriſt? 
Theſe Clauſes ſufficiently intimate a parti- 
cularity in the Worſhip,which St. Faul con- 
demn'd, and this was, faith 
S. Chryſoft. in St. Chryſoſtome, that ſome 4» 
Cel. 2. 18. wong the Coloffians ſaid that 
we one to be reconciled, and 
have acceſs to the Father, not by Chrift, but by 
the Angels, And this, faith he, i that which 
& ſaid (i. e. condemned) by the Apoitle that 
they fo admitted and worſhipped the Angel: 
for Mediators, as to exclude Chriſt; And the 
reaſon why they did fo, is gi- 
Theophyl. in ven by Theophyladt , becauſe 
Col. 2.18. they eſteemed it a thing ae 
thy the Majeſty of the only be- 
gotten Son, on the one fide, to make the Re- 
conciliation, and far tranſcending Man 5 Fe- 
werty or lowne(s on the other, This ſuppo- 
ſed, the Doctor s petty Objections of St. Paul's 
not diſtinguiſhing good Angels from cvil ones, 
and our ſetting up other Mediatours beſides 
Chriſt, vaniſh into Air, becauſe good Angels 
themſelves ate not to be worſh:pped, but 
mw 
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in ſubordination to Chrift the Head nor their 
Prayers to be defired as efficacious for us, 
but through his merits, And when we have 
recourſe to them upon this account,it is no 
more to ſet up other Mediators beſides Chriſt, 
than when we deſite the Prayers of Holy 
Mew upon Earth, 
$. 2, But Theodoret upon this Place of the 
Apoſtle ſaith, that thoſe who defended the Law, 
perſwaded Men to worſhip Angels, becauſe the 
Law was delivered by Angels y which pratiice, 
he faith, continue d 4 long time in Phrygia and 
Piſidia 3 and therefore the Synod of Laodicea 
deth forbid praying to Angels Aud to this 
day the Orateries of St. Michael are 
them. This they perſwaded Men tou 4 piece 
of humility, affirming that God the Creator of 
all things could not be ſeen nor comprehended, 
nor approached by wsy and therefore we ought 
ts obtain bu favour by the Angels. This is 
what Theodoret ſaith, and the Import of it 
amounting only to this, that St. Paul and 
the Council of Laodicea (in his Judgment) 
forbad the worſhipping or praying to An- 
gels, upon account that the Law was deli- 
ver'd by them (and therefore, as Theophyla? 
ſaith, they brought ws [alvation) or that God 
by reaſon that he is /»viſible and Incompre- 
benſible, cannot be approached, but by the An- 
els : The Reader ſces how unjuſtly this 
lace is urged againſt Catholicks, who have 
recourſe 


(380) 

recourſe to the Holy Angels for their Prayers, 
not upon account that they brought us ſalva- 
tion without Chriſt by delivering the Law, or 
that Ged is ſo high we cannot have acceſs 
to Him, but by them but that they, as true 
Friends of GOD, would intercede for us 
through the Aeris of Chriſt out only Savi- 
our and Redeemer : as the Council of Trent 
declareth. 

But if Theodoret will not do the Docter; 
work, Baronius ſhall. No wonder, faith he, 
(p- 155.) Baronixe is ſo much diſpleas'd with 
Theodoret for this Interpretation, for he very 

fairly tells ws, what he con- 

Baron. An. 60, demns, (and St. Pas! too) 
20, 21, was the practice of the 
Church of Rome, and thoſe 

Oratories were ſet up by Catholicks, and not by 
Hereticks, And 1 ſhall wonder more, it he 
find any one who will believe him ; that ſo 
great a Champion of the Church of Rome, 
as Baronius, ſhould be {© f, as to main- 
rain in the face of the World the lawfulneſs 
of praying ro Angels, 45 it is practiſed in 
that Church, and yet cont. ſs that as ſo ptacti- 
ſed, it is condemned by Theodoret and St. 
Paul too. Either Baroniue was a very great 
Dolt, or the Doctor does nut deal wery fair- 
ly by him. And this is but too too cvi- 
dent: 1, Becauſe the words as put by him 


for the words of Baroniue, Viz. [what Theo- 
doret 
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doret condemns Land St. Paal too) was the pre- 
Aiſe of the Roman Church] ate not Baronize 
his words, but the Doffor's, for Baroniue 
faith there expreſly, that Theodoret as to the 
Doctrine of the Veneration of Angels, refs 
ſenſit that is, held the ſame which the Re» 
man Church holds at this day. 240, Be- 
cauſe the Point in which Baromias differs 
from Theodoret, is not that thoſe were not 
condema'd by kim and St. Paul! too, who 
worſhipped s upon the erroneofis ac- 
count {7 refaid. vie, That Acceſs could only 
be made to God by the Angels (whether the 
Authors of that Doctrine were Jens, or He- 
reticks, ot Philoſophersy ) but that Baronias 
judged Theodorer miſtaken in A 
Authors of that Doctrine not to have 

the Heathen Philoſophers, but certain Hire- 
ticks; and much more in ſuppoſing the o- 
ratories of St, Michael in Phrygia and Piſs 
lia, to have been erected by thole Hereticksy 
Incaute umi, ſaith Bar onins, 

Too unwarily attributing to Biton. An. 560. 
them the crecting > theſe 0 n. 20. 
ratories which had been «f old 

mitituted by Catholicks, This is what Bare- 
nus ſaith, grounding himſelſ upon ſome an- 
cient Records; And here lieth the depth of 
the Charge, that becauſe Theodoret condemns 
the worſhip and Inv#cation of Angels, as he 
thought it was practis'd by chole Heretichs 
in 
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in thoſe Oratories of St. Michael j and Bare: 
nice thinks him miſtaken in the matter of 
Fad#, and that thoſc Orateries were indeed 
erected by Catholicks , therefore Baron 
(Gith the Doctor) very fairly tells ww, that 
what Theodoret condemns was the pradtice of 
the Roman Church, Which is jo a8 if the 
Doctor being to comment that 

Foſ. 22. paſlage of Scritture, where the 
Children of Iſracl defign'd War 

upon the Rewbenites, &c. for etecting an Al- 
tar beſide the Altar of the Lord, ſhould tell 
us, that they too wnwarily aſcribed to à ſchiſ- 
matical worſhip, what was intended for a fei- 
mom of the true and lawful worſhip of ad. 
And another Author paſſing his judgment 
upon this Comment of the DoW@or's ſhould 
affirm, that Dr. St. very farly tell: Us, that 
what the Iſraelites condemned in the Reabennes, 
was the worſhip of the true God. Would not 
this be a fair tale, if well told by a credi- 
ble Perſon of Dr. Sr. ? If he would not 
ewn it for ſuch himſelf; Why does he im- 
pole fo foul a one upon Barons For as 
the Iſraelites were miſtaken in the EA, for 
which that Altar was Ereud, fo was Tee- 
doret, (ith Barenius, in the uſe of thoſe Ora+ 
tories of St, AMichacly and therefore it ol- 
lows no more in his Judgment, that what 
Theodoret condema'd ws the trve and |-w- 
tul Invocation of Angels, as practis d in the 
Charch 
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Charch of Rome, chan that what the Iſraclise: 
condemn'd was the worſbep of the true Cd, 
as exercis d among them. 


$. 3. But the Docter ſaith yet further, 
that Baromws very fairly tells Us that not only 
what Theodoret condemn'd, but what St. Paul 
ee condemn'd, was the prattiſe of the Church 
of Rome. But this is yet fosley than the ſor- 
met 4 for himſelf (p. 156.) tells us, that 
what Baronins contended, was condemned 
St. Paul, was the 1delatry of the Heathens, 
And although Dr. St. will needs make the 
Catholick Invocation of Angels, and the Hee» 
thens worſhip of their Demons to be the 
ſame, yet a greater Authority than Hi is 
requiſite to make us believe that Baronins 
thought ſo too. Theſe are pitiful ſleights 
ot ſophiitry, to delude an 
unwary Reader: And ſo Adverſ. Heref, 
are, his citing of Ireness, li. 2. c. 57. 
as denying any [Invocation 
of Angels te be in uſe among Chriitians ; 
and of the Council of Laedicea, 
as charging al who worſbip * Can. 35. 
with Idolatry in ſo doing : Far 
lrenaus ſpeaks only of ſuch ſuperſlitions In- 
vocating of Angels, as was uſed by the Mar- 
cites and Carpecratians in their Magical - 
perations, and working of falſe Miracles. 
And whatever Practice that were of nomi- 
nating 


_ (384) 
nating Angels, which the Council of Laodices 
is ſo ; againſt, (whether of the ator» 
ſaid Hereticks or Heathens)it is maniicit that 
it cannot with any ſhow of Probability be 
underſtood of that worſhip which the Caths- 
lick Church gives to Holy Angels. 1. Be 
cauſe the Council ſpeaks ot ſuch as noms 
nated Angels, and made private CA femblies 
to them, forſaking (or excluding) eur Lord 
Feſus Chrift, which words were convenient- 
ly omitted by the Doctor. And, 24%, Be- 
cauſe the Council both in the Canon imme» 
diatcly foregoing : (34.) As alſo Can. 51, 
alloweth the honeuring and celebrating the 
Feait- days of the Martyrs z which is a plain 
Indication that it intended not to condemn 
in this Canon the worſhip due to Angels y of 
whom Theodore: faith, 
Ti z. de Angels, That they are more to be 
honoured than Mei yet 
not as ſecondary Gods, but as our Fellow Ser- 
vants and Miniſters of God, By this the 
Reader may ſee, whether v had more reaſon 
to fear the force of this Canon; or he tlic di 
covery of what he fo artificially concealed. 


$. 4 To his Teſtimony out of Origen, 
p. 156, I have anſwered already, thai he 
ſpeaks of ſuch Prayers, as are offred only ts 
; for he both acknowledges a diſtinct 
on between the worſhip due to God a the 
Angus, 
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Angels, and himſelf alſo ditects his Prayer 
to un Angel, as I have ſhowed abore, p.359. 
What he cites out of St, Aubin, (de Civit. 
Dei.li.10.c.1.) is not in the leaſt againſt the 
Honour or Invocation of Angels, as taught 
and practis d in the Catholick Church, For 
the Queſtion there in debate between Him 
and the Platoniſts, as it ſtands propos'd in 
the very Argument of the Chapter, 1s, Whe- 
ther the Angels will that ſacriſce be offered to 
God alone, or alſs to them ? That ie y may 
be honowr d with that kind of worth p, with 
which Holy Men or Bleſſed Souls are honoured 
by us, he ſafficiently intimates in his 20th, 
Book againſt Favſtus, c. 21. Where he e- 
qually denies the worſhip due to Cod, ought 
to be given to any of them, 

And elſewhere,as if he inten- Tom. 4. (up. 
ded to prevent the Dr. s Oo» Gen. 9. 61. 
ection, as to the worſhip of 

Anrels 1 he (faith, Neither let it move you that 
the Angel (Apoc.19. 10) forbiddeth St. «hn 
u worſhip Him, and admoniſh:th Hi rather 
's worſtip Cod; For the Angel, Nich he, ap - 
ered ſuch (that is, in fo glorious a manner } 
that he mizht (by miſt ke] be worſhipped for 
Gd, and therefore the Worſhipper was to be 
wreffed, And this he faith in reference to 
What he had (aid before, Viz That it is 8+ 
truable in the Precept L Thon ſhalt wor ſhip the 
lord thy God, ard im on'y Halt ther ſer e 
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that it is not ſaid, Thow ſbalt worſhip the Lord 
thy God only, 4s it is ſaid, Thou ſhalt ſerve 
Him only, which in Greek us Merton : by 
which it is plaingthat in St. Auſtin's Judgs 
ment, although Latria be due to God alone, 
yet worſhip may be given to others. When 
therctore he Clith in the place now under 
debate, that the Bleſſed ſpirits are not willing 
we ſhould ſacra facere, that is, dedicate, (the 
Doctor tranſl utes it equivocally to perform 
—_ Officer) and ſacrifice to them, er 


conſecrate our ſelves, or any thing of ours te 
them by the Rites of Religion, it is evident he | 


ſpeaks of the worſhip winch is due to God as 
lone, tht is, of ſuch Dedications and Conſc- 
crations, as were performed by the Heathens 
to their Demons as Gods, And although in 
his 61, upon Exodus, he makes this di- 
ference (as the Doctor objecteth againſt us) 
berwoen Latria and Dalia, that Dal i dat 
to God, as be is Lordy but Latria is not dat, 


but to God as he. % God. Net in the very place 
cited here by the Doctor, 


Li. io. de Civ. he affirms, that that ſervice 
Dei. c. 1. which i given by ſervants to 
their Maiters, is wont te be 

called by another Name in Greek that is, dulia. 
But this the Reader was not to know, for 
f-ar he might infer, that if ſome degree of 
the ſervice called in Greek dalia, might de 
given by Servants to their Maſters, then wr * 
J 
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ly a higher degree of it may be given to the 
Holy Angels. 

++» 4. But now after all thyſe endeavours 
uſed by the Doctor, to hide himſelf in the 
Gereral terms, of ſuch worſhip Religious wor- 
ſip, Prayer, Invocation, &c. and ſome ob» 
ſcare pail iges of the Fathersy He tells us, 
that he knews very well C and I pray God, his 
own knuwledge may not riſe againſt him in 
the Ny of Jaegment ) by what Arts all theſe 
Teltimgmnics are endeavoured to be evaded (or 
richer, by what Light he will be diſcovered 
to have [iid nothing to the purpoſe, ) Viz. 
That theſe [ayings of the Fathers were intended 

tinſt the Heathens Idolatry who worſhipped 
Fn Spirits as Gods, and offered Sacrifices to 
them : But the Church of Rome denies the An- 
eels and Saints to be Gods, and aſſerts that the 
worſhip by Sacrifice is proper only to God. This 
Anſwer is indced given by St. Auſtin very 
often, and others ot the Fathers : And there 
needed no other, to the Teſtimonies he pro- 
duces, if all who read his Book, knew as 
mach as himſelf. But ſuch devices as theſe, 
(for ſo he calls them, though p:ovd to be 
the ſenſe of the Fathers out of the very plæ 
ces cited by him} he ſaith, can never ſatisfy 
an impartial mind, And (to return him tus 
own words in a like occaſion) I muſt tell 
him, that if ever he ſpeak home to cur caſe, he 
miſt do it upon this Point, And (3 be does, but 
Ge 1 vers 
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very little to his * as I ſhall make ap- 
pear, by ſhowing the nullity of the Reaſons, 
with which he cndeavou-s to make the a- 
ſoteſaid Anſwer ſeem 1mſ»ffcient. 

1. The Firſt is, becaule The Fathers, he 
faith, (p. 158.) do expreſly deny, that Inmors- 
tion or Prayer is to be made to the Angels, 2 
Saints, But this is but to ſay the ſame thin 
over again, or to cquivocate (as Mr, Tiens, 
dike ſu thj in the terms of Prayer and Inv 
cation, which are not ſo proper to God, but that 
n 40) te of our hearts thy may be uſed in ſ- 

nifying requeſts made alſo to Men. 
2, His ſecond Reaſon is,becauſe It would 
be no more wnlawful to [ac rifce to Saints or 
ſncels, than to Invecate them. And this 
Reaſon clearly deſtroys it ſelf, becauſo it 
ſuppoſes we hold it wilawſnl to ſacriſce to 
the Saints, as the Heathens did to their le- 
riour Dritics, But to let that pals with the 
reſt : It he take the word Invecation here to 
ſignitic the Prayer we make to God, as the 
Author and Giver of all Goud, I grant it, no 
If wnlavfal to ſacrifice to Saints and Angels, 
than to Iywocate them. For wliat Catholick 
ever taught or thought that it was lawtul to 
,vecate any Angel or Saint upon that ac- 
count? But if the word 1nvecation on the 
one fide Cas in deſpite of all oppobtion it 
my be, and by the Cuſtome ot the Church it 
is ul. d) be taken to ſigniſy the requeſts we 
make 
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make to Angels and Saints to pray for us, 
and on the other ſide the offering of ſacrifice 
be not only by the cuſtome of the Church, 
but of all Mankind (as St. 46 

fin teacheth)appropt iated rw De Cv. Dei. 
ſignify the abſolute worſhip due li. 10. c. 4. 
only to God; Who fecs not 

the wnlawfulneſs of offering it to any Saint 
or Angel, may couſiſt with the lawfulneſs of 
defiring them to pray for us? The caſe is 
plain in jaſt Men upon Earth. For St. Paul 
and Barnabas accepted willingly the Prayers 
which others made to them tor their aſliſt- 
ance, but utterly refsſed to admit the ſacri- 
ſce which the Lycaonians (Acts 14.) would 
have offcred to them : and ir is as plain uf 
the Saints in Heaven, becauſe we pray na o- 
thetwiſe to them, thin we do to Holy Men 
upon Earth, though more devontly upon the 
account of their unchangcable ſtate of Bliſs, 
How then could the Doctor parallel theſe 
two together, and not only parallel them, 
dut make ic leis unlawtul to pray to the 
Saints, than to offer ſacrifice to them ? Vie 
tell you, Cathelicts, when they write a- 
gunſt Inde, or Hereticks, make ule of the 
Anſwers which the Fathers have formerly 
given to thetr Objections. But Dr. St. be. 
ing to oppeſe the Doctrine of the Cat holicł 
Church, in the Point of Iavocation of Saints, 
is forc't to maintain an Argument of tlc 
GEL Heat ca, 
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Heathens againſt St. Auſtin : Nay, faith he 
(p. 158.) The Heathens in . Auſt en 4g 
very well, that ſacrifice; be- 
li. 10, de Civ. ing meer external things, 
Dei. C. 19. might more * operij belong 
to the Infertour Det : but 
the more Inviſible the Deity , the more la- 
vifhble the ſacrifices were to be, and the greater 
and better the Deity the ſacrifice was to be fill 
propertionable, Thus the Doctor, to ſhow 
that in all reaſon the duty of Prayer en it to be 
reſerved as more proper to God, than any Ex- 
ternal ſacrificey or, as he va ies the Chr, le, 
than a meer outward ſacrifice : and co ſe- 
quently that Prayer was le ſs communicavle 
to a Saint, than Sacrifice, But do you not 
think the Doctor us'd the utmolt of his cone 
fidence here, to own and maintain for geed 
( nay very good) an Argument of the Hea- 
then contuied by St. Auſtin in that very 
place? The Heathen, ſaith Dr. Se. arewed | 
very well. I deny it, faith St. Avſtin, be- 
ciuſe in ſo arguing they manifeſt rhat they | 
do not know (neſctunt) that wiſible 22 | 
are the firns of the Inuit e Sacrifices of the 
mind ; like as the words we Prat are the ſigns | 
of things, For as when we pray or praiſe,we 
direct the words to hum to whom we «fer in ow | 
brarts the things themſelves, which we fg, 
by them : ſo when we (acrifice,we know that the | 
viſible Sacrifice us to be offered to no other, but |} 
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to Him whoſe Inviſible Sacrifice we our ſelves 
ought to be in our hearts. And upon this ac- 
count (he adds a little below) it &, and no 6+ 
ther, that the Devils require ſacrifice to be of- 
fered to them, becauſe they know it to br due to 
God alone. endeavourine by that mrans to 
hin ler acceſs to the true God, that Mn m:y not 
be his ſacrifice, buli ſacrifice is offered to any 
but to him, Thus St, Ain in Anſwer to 
the Heathens ObjeRion and the Doclor s. By 
which it appears, 1, That in the Judgment 
of St. Auſtiw, external ſacrifice being the 
higheſt expreſſion of the higheſt part of Prayer, 
which is the devoting and ſacrificing our 
ſelves in our hearts to God, it ought of all 
others to be reſerv d as moſt proper and accep- 
table to him And that Religion which ad- 
mits no external viſible [acrifice, muſt needs 
be deficient in the moſt fi-nal part of the 
Publick Worſhip of God. 24%, That in the 
Judgment of the ſame St. Auſtin the Docter 
(if he ſpeak as he thinks ) knows no more 
than the Heathens did what the true notion 
of external ſacrifice is, when he takes it as 
diftinguiſh d from Prayer. And it would ſeem, 
as he ſaith, p. 159. very frange indeed that 
ſacrifice, ſo taken, ſhould be that Lutria which 
w proper to God. But it hems as range 
to me that He ſhould take it ſe, when him - 
ſelf conſeſſeth, that rhoſe who did appropriate 
ſacrifice to God, (by which it ſeems himfel 
GC 4 18 
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is none of them) did comprehend Prayer 1 
the wel ſpreitwal and acceptable part of it, and 
that i* is 06) rwvable that [ſacrifices of old were 
Soc Runes of ſ+pplicationy u I he mean 
to make 41% Acader belicve tha: Catholicks, 
w *!'; they {pc x Of ſacrißce. is proper to 
C mew only the external action, as diftin« 
gu un Prayer : which as 1- 15 at from 
theilt car minas to _ - {> the Do- 
&or in appliuQicy tic Dotrire o the Hear 
thens, and ſi ing with them ag unt St. Au» 
ein, maniſeſily "ſhows that 1 jadg's the 
Argument of the Heathens more rai:onal than 
St. Auſtin's Anſwer. 

3. His third Reaſon of diflatisfation is, 
(p.159.) becauſe upon the ſame account that 
the H:athen did erve divine honour to their 
Inferionr Deities, thoſe of the Roman Church, 
be ait! 1, do ſe to Angels and Saints, But this 
hach becn ſuffic e: tiy refuted already in the 
Firſt Chapter, 6.6. And at preſent there 
needs no mute, but to put down the Neys 
ves ro the Doto's AH bet, vis. that 
Catholicks do mot wit Seen Ceremonics of 
ur any « apable le «of Divine «fps nor jt 

Inne of bit Saints or A gels for that 
[ad. nor coalecrate TemPpies, and ere} Altars 
13 thems, Ct krep 2 4 1 barn Incenſe bt - 

re then: Pg Gods, or offer | 2 rifice to them 4s 
the Heat bens did even to their Saferionr Des- 
1415, Theſe arc all ſuch kaowa Truths, both 
TUM 
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from the DodFrine and Practice of Catholicks, 
that nothing but a Prodigious deal of Zeal to 
fix the black note of 1dolatryupon thatChurch, 
from which the Engliſh Nation receiv'd the 
Faith of Chriit, could occaſion the frequent 
repetition of ſo notorious a ſlazder. Nor 
doth the Doctor ſo much as offer to prove 
the contrary of any of theſe Negatives a- 
gainſt the Church of Rome, but only the laf, 
of not offering ſacrifice to the Saints and _An- 
eels. And hcre he thinks he hath found 
omething to catch at, be- 

cauſe Bellarmin faith, That Li. 1. de Sant. 
the ſacrifices of the Euchs* beat. c. 7. 
uit and of Lands and Pray- 

ers are publickly offered to God for their ho- 
nonr. Bur is this what the Fathers ſay of the 
Heathens worſhip ot their Inferiour Deities, 
that they offcred ſacriſces to God for their 
honour ? No, they lay cxpreſly, that the 
Heathens offeted ſacrifices to them, and main- 
tained that they engt to do ſo; whereas 
yet Catholicks profeſs it ought not to be done 
even to the Holy Angels and Saints, but only 
to God, though as Bellarmin ſaith, it may 
be offered to Gd in honorem, in, or (as the 
Doctor tranflatcs it) for their honour. And 
this is but what St. Ain 

profefled, when he (aid, that De Civ. Dei. 
what is offered at the Memories Ii. 8. c. 27. 
of the Martyrs, offered to God, 

who 
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who made them both Men and Martyrs, and 
joyned them in Heavenly Honour with hus Holy 
LA ngels, that by this ſulemnity, we may give 
thanks, faith he, to the true God for their Vi- 
Horn „and be excited to imitate what they did 
and ſuffrred, But the Doctor faith, p. 116. 
that to ſacrifice to one for the honour of anq- 
ther, is a thing beyond hu reach, if that ſacri» 
fice does not belong to hum for whoſe honour it 
& offered. I have heard that ſome Beggars 
have the skill to ſhrink up their Armes inco 
their Sleeves, as it they could not reach a 
bove a ſpan from their ſhoulders And now 
I pe-ceive there is an Art of ſhrinking up 
Under ſtandings, as well as Armes For wio 
can believe it beyond Dr. Sr. s reach to un- 
detſtand how ſacrifice may be offered to God 
in honour, ot for the hene of the B. Viet, 
but that it muſt be otfered to the B. Veen 
her ſc lf, and that fo, as not to henowr God by 
it, as he moſt ancharitably and wnchriitianly 
would make his Reader belicve we dof A 
ſudden rwitch by the hand wi'l ſerve to 
pluck our the Begg: rn to its fall lengthy 
and becauſe I am per ſwa ed a home- example 
may do as mucn for a ſhrunk. up Under» 
flandingy 1 wvuſt defire the Doctor to te- 
flet, whether it would not be for hi honour, 
that his whole Party ſhould keep a Solemn 
Day of Tharkſriving tor the Great % and 
burning Zeal with which the Lord hath en- 
i dowd 
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dow'd Him, to the vitcr confuſion of the 
Popiſh Cauſe? If he think this would be much 
fo. hs hanour; although the Thanks were gi- 
ven tu God, and not to him j I hope it is not 
bevond his reach now to Ulnderſtand that ſa- 
crifice alſo may be offered to Cod in thankſ- 
giving for the great Vertues and Preroga- 
tives he beſtow'd upon the B. Virgin, al- 
tout the ſacrifice ve offered to God and 
not to r. In 3 019, Homour $ ning 
but a T. tmony or Proteſt ation of (or exctt- 
s and whether Thank, oc viven to God, 
by words, or by ſacrifice, ſor Gitts and 
Graces he hath beſtowed on ſuc z Perſon, 
it is an evident Proteitation of ſuch e vcellency 
in that Perſon, and conſequently for his ho- 
nour, though both words and ſacrifice be di- 
rected to God, and not to him. 

His 4th. and laſt Reaſon, {| that although 
Catholicks do not call the Saints and Angels 
Gods, yet they give them the Worſhip of Iuvo- 
cation, and the honour of x4 =7 which are 
only due to God J This, I ſay, is but a Re- 
petition of the Burden of the old Song of 
Falian the Apeſtate, and Fauſt us the At ani- 
chaan: and hath been at large teſuted in the 
precedent diſcourſe. 1 ſhall only add two 
Teſtimonies tor a farther confuration of ir, 
as ſung over anew by the Doctor. The firſt 
is of S. Auſtin. We do not, faith he, 14 8. de Che, 
erel} Temples, or ordain Prieſts, Dc. 
nor 
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nor mike Dedications, nor offer ſacrifices to the 
Martyrs, becanſe not They, but their God © our 
God, We honour indeed their Memories, as of 
Holy Men of God, who fought for the Truth, 
even to the let of their Lives But we do 
not worſhip them with divine honours, as the 
Heathens did their God's, nor de we offer ſacri- 
fice to them, The ſecond is of Biſhop Men- 
tague, in his Treatiſe of Invocation of Saints, 
,60, Where he tellech all, who are or 
will be concern'd for Truth, that the Potters 
of the Church of Kone do teach, that the Sun 
are no Immediate Intercefors for Us with Gods 
bat whatſoever they obtain for Us at C0 D 
hands,that they do obtaim by and throurh Chriſt, 
LAnd it (Hitch he) for onght I know the 
voice of every Romaniſt, Non ipſi ſantti, ſed 
corum Deu, Inu obs eff. {that is, Net 
the Santi them[cives, but their GOD «s or 
Lord.) So, it muſt not be imputed which in net 
deſerved. Were they worſe than they are, it is 
4 fin, they jay, to bely the Devil ; a ſhame to 
char r Men with what they are not enilty of, to 
make the breach bt err. eady too wide. Ihus 
St. A1, and B. op CAM onntarne ; and 
| were they alive, they might 
Preface, ag. juſtly ſcar, that for the ſe ſis- 
22, IZ, E Fancics , ot [per ſtitious 
Che, as the Doctor 
calls them, they ſhon1ld tall under his laſh 
of being accuuated Men of more Charity than 
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CHAP. IV. 


of the Term, Formal Invocation, and the dif- 
ferent Formes uſtd in the Invocation of 
Saints: Some Inſtances out of the Fathers, 
ts ſhow the like to have been uſed in their 
Times. 


$.k, He Doctor having made uſe, in 
| his Anſwer to the two Cueſti- 


ons, of the equivocal tetm of 
Formal Invocation, to amue his Reader, I 
reply d, I underflood not well what He meant 
by Formal Invocation,but withall I told him, 
that what Catholicks wndertand by it in the 
preſent matter, is deſiring or praying thoſe juſt 
Perſons, who are in Glory in Heaven to pray 
for them : To ſhew the palpable weakneſs (as 
he calls it) of this Anſwer, he favs he will 
prove, that thoſe of the Church of Rome, do 
allow and prattice another kind of Formal [#- 
vocation from what I aferty and I think he 
never betrayed more paipably the weakneſs 
of his own cauſe, than in this undertakings 
Let the Reader judge. 
$. 2. Firſt then, he ſays, that Never any 
Perſon before me imagin d th.t to be the ſenſe 
of Formal Invocation, which I de, when I lay, 
that 
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that what we underſtand by it, is deſiring or 
prayiny the Saints to pray for u. Aud vt 
Himſelf in the very next wor i declates, 
that he imagins the very ſame ſenſe of it hit 
I do, when he ſays, that the term of Formal 
Invocation was purpoſely choſen by tm to dl. 
ffiaguiſb it from Rhetorical Apoſtrophes, Focti- 
cal Flonriſh:s,and general wiſhes that the Saints 
would pray for ws, and from Aſtemblies at the 
Monuments of the Martyrs z of all which, he 
grants, there are ſome inſtances in good Au» 
thors, VN, the Cuief Fathers both of the 
Greek and Latin hurch. For what is this, 
but to tell us, that he me ms by Formal In- 
vocation, as | do a real addreſs of our minds 
to the Saint themſclves to help us with 
their Prayers : 'T.s true indeed what He 
would have his Reader to underſtand by it, 
u, what he ſays & conflantly pratiu d in the 
Roman Church to offer up our Pravers to Saints 
and Angels, to help us in our neceſſicies , as well 
as to pray to God for ws. Bur what doty he 
ſiy then to the Ferme of Prayer uſed by us in 
the Letanies, Holy AMary, or Holy Peter pray 
for ws: Is it only a Rhetorical Apoſtrophe, fe- 
etical Flowriſh. or general wiſh, that the Saints 
would pray for us Or, is it more # If it be 
no more, Why does he impugne what he 
grants was uſe 1 by tnoſe good Authors, Is it 
be more, tis the1 4 part at leaſt of Formal 
Invocation, as de ind by Himſelf, A a if 
when 


K 1 A _ Mt. „ 


( 399) 
when we pray them to help our neceſſities, the 
meaning be, that they ſhould do it by their 
Prayers the whole ſenſe of Formal Invocation 
in this preſent matter, is to deſire them to 
pray for ws : fo that though never any Perſon 
before me imagin'd this to be the ſenſe of it yer 
now I have the Door himfelt concurring 
with me in it. But to paſs on to the Proofs 
of his Atlertion. 

$. 3. All the difficelty, be ſays, (p.163.) 
lies in this whether Catholic pray to the Saints 
to help their neceſſities as well as pray for them: 
that 1s, whether beſides the uſual form of 
ſaying, Holy Mary pray for ws; we do not 
ſometimes vary the Phraſe, and lay Help me, 
or comfort and ſlrengthen me, B. Virgin: 
for, as for the meaning of the words, Fas: 
ver yet met with any Catholick fo Ignotant, 
as not to underſtand the ſenſe to be, to defire 
them to help us wich their Prayers. Behold 
then here the terrible Myſtery net to be made 
tzown to Proſelues, faith tie Doctor, wail 
they be firſt made ſafe and faſt enough! Viz, 
that ſometimes they may ule the like form 
of wards to God, and the Saints, a5 a Child 
does to his Father, when inſtead of Caving, 
Pray Father, Pray to God to bleſs me, he back 
ſometimes Bleſs me Father, Bat Catholicks 
be faith, (p. 163.) ds this with all the ſame 
external ſigns of devotion , which they uſe to 
God Himſelf. And can he exculc a Child 
tom 
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from 1dolatry, when he kneel; down with the 
ſame external ſign of devotion, which we 
uſe to Cod, and ſaith, Bleſs me Father , becauſe 
he ſaith ir in a different ſenſe to his Father, 
than he doth to God aud will he not upon 
the ſame account be as charitable to us, 
when with the like external ſign of devotion, 
we lay, Bleſs me,or help me, t Mother of God ? 
Mr. Thorndike in all his diſcourſes ſhows 
his unwill-ngneſs to free the Practiſe of the 
Church of Rome in this matter from 1dola- 
try, yet convinc'd by the E- 
Epil. 3d. Part, vidence of Truth, he con- 
p. 358. felles , that the Church of 
England having acknow- 
lede*d the Church of Rome, a true Church, 
thourh corrupt, ever ſince the Reformation, he 
is oblig'd ſo to interpret the Prayers thereof, 
as to acknowledge the corruption ſo great, that 
the Prayers which it Sh may be Idolatries, 
if they be made in that ſenſe, which they may 
properly ſigniſy y but not that they ar: neceſſa- 
rily Idolatries. For, if they were neceſtarily 
Idolatries then were the Church of Rome neceſ- 
ſarilj no Church, the being of Chriſtianity pre- 
ſuppoſing the worſhip of ent true Cod. And al- 
though to confute the Heretic ks, the ſtyle of Mo- 
dern devotion, he ſuith, leave: nothing to God, 
which is not attributed to, and deſired of his 
Saints, yet it cannot be denye4, thy may be the 
words of them wo believe that God alone can 
etre 
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give that which they defire. And Vf this can- 
not be denyed, where is the Doctor's cither 
Charity or Sincerity to interpret theſe or the 
like words, Help me Mother of God, in the 
ſame ſenſe they carry, when & ne 
GOD? 

5. 4. Bur what do I do expecting Chas 
rity from Him, who makes 
it ſuperſtitions Faxaticiſme, In his Preface. 
or at beſt but Fanciful ſin- 
ealarity in others ? The exceſs not of his 
Fadement, but Zeal, (if we muſt call it ſo) 
hath quite enten up his Charity, And cvery 
ing be meets with, that is not down-right 
Ora pro mobs, muſt now be 1dolatrows or 
Blaſthemous. Nay, it is enough he hath heard 
of eur Ladies Pſalter, a Blaſphemons Book, he 
laith, never yet cenſured, wherein the Pſalms 
in their bug beſt trams of Prager to God are a+ 
plied to the Virein Mary, But what, oc 
whoſe Book ſocver that be, (which 1 firſt 
had news of from Himſelt) his only hcar- 
ing of it, argues that it is no publick Deve- 
tion of the Church, and ſu not to be chatg d 
upon Her: And did it contain Blaſphemy (as 
he ſaith it doth, )und were publickly known, 
no doubt it had been cenſrred before this. 
But then again, as we are not to take all for 
Goſpel, ſo reithet ate we to take all for Bla- 
em, which the Doctor calls ſo. EY 
one, faith Ariſtule, judgeth as de is afectex, 
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and nothing more ſubject to different con- 
ſtruct ion, than words» They are like thoſe 
Pictures which repreſent a Man to one that 
ſtands on the right hand, and a Beaſt to ano- 
ther who ſtands on the left; or like the Pil- 
lar of Cloud, which gave Light to the Iſrae- 
lites,but was darkneſs to the A tian. For 
Example, thoſe words of Chriit to his 4. 
poitles. Tow are the Light of the World, if you 
ſet 2 Few on the one ſide, and Dr. St. on the 
other: The Few who owns Chri# tor no o- 
ther than a Seducer, will call them Ale. 
rows ; but the Doctor, I hope, will not do 
fo, although Chriſt ſay of Himſelf, that He 
is the Light of the World. And the only 
Reaſun he can give, is, becauſe though the 
words be the ſame, yet the ſenſe in which 
they arc applycd to Chri#t and his Apoſtles, 
is very different. And poſſibly tholc higheſt 
ftrains of Prayer to God, which he ſaith ate 
applyed in that Pſalter to the B. Yirgin, 
may, if examined, be found not chargeable 
with Blaſpbemy, on the like account. For if 
it be not the dead words, but the Intention 
of the Speaker that animates them, Which 
makes them to be Prayer (otherwile a Parrot 
which ſhould be taugut to ſay. Help me God, 
would pray as well as a Chriſtian) it follows 
that as the Intention of the Speaker is differ- 
ent, ſo will the Prayer be alloy that is, the 
ſame words ſpoken to God will have reſpect 
to 
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to Him, as who alone can give what w* 
fire y but applyed to the B. Virgin, will lig 
nifie only that we defire her Prayers to ob- 
tain for us of God, what we belicve that he 
alone can give and conſequently 1.0 ſtrain 
of Prayer, (properly ſo called) which is 
made to G 0 D, will be applyed to the B. 
Virgin, 

$. 5- But now the Doctot will be ſo juſt, 
as not to inſiſt upon the Ancient Breviaries, 
or ob ſolete Forms, or Private Devotions, (a- 
mong which ſurely the Pſalter he ſpeaks of 
may be ranked) There is Blaſphemy and Ido- 
latry enough, he thinks, in the preſent Roman 
Breviary to ſerve his turn, The firlt Inſtance 
be gives, is that of the Antiphon, Hail B. 
Virgin, Thon alone haſt deſtrey 4 all the Here- 
ſies in the World, and leaft this ſhould be in- 
terpreted of doing it by her Son (as the Church 
doth, when ſhe preſently addeth, Dum virgo 
Deum & Hominem genuiſht , 
that is, by bringing Him into Mi,. Not. de h. 
the World, who was both God Mar. 4 Purif. 
and Man) a Formal Inv0c4* 
tion of Her, he faith, follows, Give me Frength 
againſt thy Enemies : to which he adds thoſe 
Ejaculations in the Hyma, Ave Maris ſtella, 
Whercin ſbe i intreated to loofe the bonds of 
the guilty, to give lizht to the blind, and drive 
away our evililbut he leaves out, aud to beg for 
w all grod thin's,) and to ſhew her ſelf 10 be 
Di 2 4 
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« Mother, (or as it u, faith he, in the Maſſe- 
Book at Paris, 1 6 3 4. Fare Matris Impera 
Redemptori, As thow art 4 Mother Command 
the Redeemer.) But then again, leaſt the Hymn 
ſhould be thought only Poetical, he faith, that 
in the Feaſt of S. Maria ad Nives, 4 formal 
Prayer, is made to Her to help the miſerable, to 
flrenethen the weakto comfort thoſe that mourn 
(where again he leaves out, Fray for the Peg- 
ple, Intercede for the Clergy, &c.) And the 
like forms, he faith, are uſed to St. Michael, 
and the Angi Guardians, and to the CA po- 
ſtlet. And now, faith he, &« all this only pray 
ing to the Saints to pray for ws ? Les lurely, 
if it be the ſenſe which makes the words to 
be Prayer, as I ſhewed above ; and not the 
bare Characters or Letters. And that the 
Church's ſenſe is no other, but to deſire them 
to obtain for us of God the bleſſings exptel- 
ſed in thoſe forms, viz. help, comfort, light, &c. 
is maniſeſt both from her trequent intermix- 
ing that uſual form ot Pray for ws which the 
Doctot conveniently leaves out; and from 
licr publick Doclrin, as ſer down in the Conn- 
a of Trent, and inculcated to all the Faith- 
ful in their Catechiſms. 

But what can be ſaid to thoſe words in 
the M-{s-Beok at Parss, 1634. Jure Matris 
Imjtra Re demptori : A, thou art a Mother, 
Command thy Son ? 1 Anſwer, 1. That thoſe 
words, [| ſtew thy ſelf to be a Mother J to 
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which the Doctor makes theſe other of the 

Maſs*Book at Paris correſpond, are not found 

in any Maſs- Book at all, that I can heat of; 

nor do the words cited by the Doctor, agtce 

in their number and meaſure with the teſt of 
the Verſes of that Hywn, and conſequently 

| have ſome Reaſon to believe him miſtaken 

(at leaſt) in citing that Maſs- Book. But 24h, 

Suppoſing the words, as cited by the Doctor, 

to be ſound in that A- Boot, I confels they 

expreſs a vehemency of Spirit, not unſuit- 

ible to the brisk and ſudden efforts pro- 

per to that Nation, but yet they are ſuch 2s 

may admit of a fair contraction, ii they meer 

with a Reader who is not obſtina: ei bent to 

be way-ward. There are even in Scripture 

ſome expreſſions, which ſcem to carry with 
them as great an exceſs as 

this. For example, when Feoſ.10.12 14. 

it is ſaid that Foſue ſpake to 

our Lord, and the gun ſtood ſtill , God obey» 

ing the voice of a Man: And when our Savi- 
our faith of Himſelt, that in Heaven he will 
make his Servants to fit down 

to Meat, and will ſerve them. Luke 12. 37, 
Now, as the former of theſe 

expreſſions doth not ſignify, a real obedience 
in God to the voice of Man but his readineſs 
to do the will of thoſe that fear him ; nor the 
latter, that Chrift will really ſerve the Elect 
at Table, b ut only ſignifies the great care He 
Dd 3 will 
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 taxc, hat nothing ſhall be wanting to 
mplcincnt of their joy and ſatistacti- 
4), o alſo the words objected by the Do- 
Gor, L then art a Mother, Command the Re- 
deem. not ſigniſy, that ſhe ſhould really 
command Hun, as the did when he was [ub- 
je# to het upon Earchs but that ſbe would 
uſe that Grace and Favosr on Our behalt, 
which She hath with Him, as a Mother, a- 
bove all other Saints, And this being un- 
derſtood to be the ſenſe of the words, all 
that the Doctot can ſay, is that the Author 
was too Hyperbolical in the manner of his 
Expreſſion g and in this I dare affirm he will 
find very few Catholicks diſſenting from him. 
Nay more, I have reaſon to believe, that 
the Pariſian Miſſal of 16 3 4. if there were 
any ſuch words in it, hath been fince cor» 
rected 3 Otherwiſe my Adverſaty would 
doubtleſs have cited the Maſs» Book of 1670, 
and not of 1634. And then the words be 
objects, ought to have been caſt among the 
Obſolete Forms, which he ſaid before, he 

ſhould not inſiſt upon. 

9. 6. But now again, if we uſe the ſame 
form of words to the B. Virgin, and other 
Saints, as we do to God, as when we deſire 
her to H rengthen the weak, to give light 10 the 
blind, &c. From whence, ſaith the Doctor, 
muſt the People take the [ſenſe of theſe Prayers, 
if not from the ſignification of the words ? | 

Anſwer, 
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Anſwer, not meerly from Lily's Grammar 
Rules, but from the Doctrine of the Church 
delivered in her Councils and Catechiſms and 
from the common uſe of ſuch words and 
expreſſions among Chriſtians, Il « Child be- 
og ht by his Parents, that God alone can 
give what we ask, when he faith to his 
Father, Bleſs me, underſtands the meaning 
of the words to be, that his Father ſhould 
pray to God to bleſs him : then ſurely mech 
more muſt Catholick People, when they pray 
to the B. Virgin to drive away all evils, un- 
derſtand the ſenſe to be, that ſhe would pray 
to God to deliver them from all evil ; there 
being beſides the common Doctrine of Chi. 
ſftianity, (by which they are taught that God 
alone is the Giver of all good things,) ſo 
many Sermons, Catechiſms, and Explications, 
both by word and writing daily made in the 
Catholick Church, by Prieſts to the People, 
and Payents to their Children in this parti- 
cular Point. Well, but if this were all, 
ſaith the Doctor in all this time that thoſe 
Prayers have been complained of (viz.by thoſe 
who have revolted trom the Church] hath 
not their ſenſe been better expreſſed ? Why have 
they not been expunged all this while after that 
their Breviaries have been ſo often reviewed? 
This I fear, if done, would not be enough 
to keep them from telling us, Once upon 4 
time there was 4 blaſphemous Book ; or in 
Dd 4 the 
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the At- Beek, Printed at Pars in ſuch 4 
Year,there m. But why to comply with 
the humour of a few Opiniators, whom no 
Reaſon can ſatisſy, muſt Mankind be debar- 
red tne natural manner of expreſſing their 
aflectio And why have not thoſe ſctu- 
pulons Perfoi,s Me this while deviſcd a &j- 
(Hionary, or Phreſe Rook o furniſh us with 
words, and forms of ſpeaking, which may 
equal our Conceprions, and exprels every 
little variation of our thoughts, and all the 
different tempets and emotions of the Spirit? 
Do we not do the ſame atzjon lometimes 
more quick and ſmartly, than at others ? 
Why then muſt we be tycd to uſe always 
the ſame form of words ? Why may we not 
ſometi mes utter the ſame affection in a mere 
fervent manner of expteſſion, than at others? 
He that ſees himſcli in an imminent danger, 
makes no long Preambles, bur cries out, 

Help me : And St. Gre- 
Oradt. in $.Cyprian, gory NaT1anzen re cords 
1 f ſuppetias ferat. it as an act uf great de- 

votion in St. Jans, 
that to free het ſelt from the ſnares of Satan, 
ſhe call'd upon the Yirgin Mary to he aud 
ſaccour her. But the Doctor hath now tound 
a Staff to beat Bellarmin with, for offcring 
to inttance in Scripture that the CA poſtles 
are ſaid to ſave Men, VM, by their Pray- 
es, &c. Therelore in the like ſenſe we may 
delirc 
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deſire them to ſave us: And 
he lays on ſo hard, that he Rm. 11.14. 
hath beat all the brains out of 1 Cor.9.22, 
the Cardinals head at a blow. 
For will any Man, faith he, in his Wits, ſay 
the Caſe is the ſame in Ordinary Speech, and is 
Prayer. 15 it all one, ſaith he, for 4 Man to 
ſay, that his Staff helped him in his going, and 
to fall down upon his Knees, and pray to his 
Staff to help him ? And now I pray, who fo 
proper a Man to confute Bellarmin, as Dr. 
St. ? Bellarmin ſpeaks of ſuch 1nitruments 
as have both Underflanding and Will to help 
us to Heaven by their Prayers ; and he pre- 
ſently lets drive at Him with his Staff for 
ſpeaking Non-ſenſe. Let the Reader judge 
whether the Iaſtrument be more Irrational, 
or the Uſe he makes of it: I have long ſince 
obſetv d, that whenever he makes other Men 
out of their Wits, The Reader hath reaſon to 
ſuſpect all is not right at home. But St. Pan! 
doubtleſs was a Rational Inſtrument , and 
What would He have ſaid, ſaith the Doctor, 
ts one who ſhould ſay to him, I pray you par- 
don my fins, and aſſiſt me with the grace of 
God? I believe he would neither have con- 
demned him of groſs 1dolatry, nor prodigious 
Folly, as the Doctor doth, but conſideri 
the bitterneſs of his Soul, by the cagernels 
of his Expteſſion, would have given him the 
aſſiſtance of his Prayers, to obtain what he 
aimed 
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aimed to procure by his means of God, 
6. 7. Having thus cleared the ſenſe of 
thoſe Forms of Prayer, we lometimes uſe to 
the B. Virgin, and other Saints, to be no o- 
ther than praying to them to pray to God far 
ws, as I aflerted in my Reply, and anſwered 
the little exceptions the Door made againſt 
it; I ſhall conclude this Point with ſome 
Inſtances of like expreſhons, either uſed or 
approved by the Fathers of the Primitive 
times. And firſt for the uſual form of Holy 
Mary, or Holy Peter pray for us, the Inftan- 
ces are ſo numerous, that to tranſcribe them 
would make a Volume. — of the Fa- 
thers ate taxed for this praatice by the Ma- 
deburgenſes, and other Proteſtant Writers, 
and for this fort of Invocati- 
Epil. part.3. on, Mr. Thorndike faith, it i 
par. 358. confeſſed that the Lights both 
of the Greek and Latin Church, 
Baſil, Nazian7en, Nyſen, Ambroſe, Hierome, 
Anitin, Chryſoftom, Cyrils both , Theodoret, 
Fulgentius, St. Gregory the Great, Leo, more, 
er rather all after that time, have ſpoken to the 
Saints, and deſired their Aſſiſtance. Nay, the 
Doctor himſelf (though diminute in his 
Conſeſſion)acknowledges there are ſome In- 
ſlances of them in good Authors, although he 
will nceds have them to be but Rhetorical 
Apoſtrophes and Poctical Flouriſhes,or Wiſhes, 
that the Saints would pray for us, as we Eng- 
Uu men 
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liſhmen,when we are at play (faith Mr,Perking, 
and I wonder ſo pat an 
Example could eſcape the Problem. p. t. 
Doctor) call pen the Bowl: 
to rubb, or to run as we would have them. At 
this ſport he fancies St, Hierome to have been, 
when he cry d to Paul, after her death, Help 
me, 0 Paul, in my old Age with thy Prayers 3 
And ſo no doubt was the Emperor Theodoſi- 
w too, when as Ruffinus re Pn Hiſt. Eccl. 
J. 2. c. 33. He went to viſit the Sepulchers of the 
Martyrs, accompanyed with all the Clergy and 
People, (it was, it ſeems, a General Day of 
Bowling,) 4d proſtrate before their Aſhes, 
(You may imagin to take furer aim) imple- 
red aid by their Interceſſiony or, (as St. Chry- 
ſoft. hath it) in the ſame, or a like occaſion, 
Ho, 26, in 2 Cor, beſought the Saints to be 
his Patrons and CA dvocates with C o D. 
And the Doctor Himſelf brings in Saint 
LAvuſtin, as playing at the ſame Game, 
when he ſays (p.173.) that he wiſhes rather 
than praiſe, that St. Cyprian would help him 
with hy prayers ; Conſeſſing allo, as I (tid 
before, that there are ſome inſtances of this 
pleaſant kind of Invocation to be found in 
good Authors. The difficulty then lies in 
theſe prayers which we make to Saints to help 
our Neceſſities 3 But of theſe alſo there want 

not Inftagces in the Writings of good Au- 
thors of the Primitive times, parallel to thoſe 
which 
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which*the Doctor objects out of the preſent 
Roman Breviary, and Office of our Lady, Do 
we lay there, Hail B. Virgin, Thou alone - 
deitroyed all Hereſies in the World ; Vouch- 
ſafe Holy Virgwm te let me proiſe Thee St. 
Cyril ſaith, y Thee, Holy 
Hom.contr.Neſlor. Mother and Virgin, even 
Creature that worſhipped 
Idols, hath been converted to the knowledge of 
the Truth, Praiſe and Glory be to Thee, © $a- 
ered Trinity, Praiſe alſo be to Thee, © Holy 
Aother of God —— Who can [uffectently ſet 
forth thy Praiſes Do we cntreat the B. Vir 
gin to help the miſerable, to ſlrengthen the 
weak, &c. ? St, Gregory NaJzanzen above- 
cited, commends St. F#;tina tor beſecching 
the B. Virgin to belp and ſaccour her, Do 
we deſite het to protect ws from our Enemits, 
and ſhew her ſelf to be 4 
Orat.in Theodor, Mother? St. Gregory Niſſen, 
Mart. calls upon St. Theodor 
to fight for his Country, 4 
4 Sonldicr, and to uſe that liberty of rech for 
bis Fellow-(ervants, which befits a Martyr, Do 
we ſupplicate the Angels to come to our help, 
and defend Us St. Ambroſe 
Li. de vidius. auth, that they are to be ſup- 
plicated for a, be are given 
ws for our Protec lor. Laſtly, Do we defire 
the Apoſtles Fubere, the word ſignifies to wiſh 
or deſire, as well as to command; bur the 
Doctor 
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Doctor will have it here to command the 
wilty to be looſed : (And He might as well 
— tranſlated, Jules te walere, I command 
you to farewell ) It is not ſo much, as what 
that devour Woman in 
St. Auſtin, (aid to St. Ste- Jer 33 de diverſis, 
phen, when upon the pe div. Dei. li. 22.4.8. 
death of her Child be- 
fore Baptiſm, ſhe brought the dead Body to 
the ſhrine of the B. Martyr,and there exact - 
ed of him, faith St. Auſtin, to reſtore her 
Son to Lite with theſe words, Redde filiums 
meum &c. Grue me my gen that 1 may behold 
him in the priſence of him, who crowned ther. 
A thing both commended by St. Aufttn, as 
a Teftimony of her great Faith z and confir» 
med for ſuch by God, inreſtoring her Son to 
Life, at the Interceſſion of the Saint. Thus 
much may ſuffice ro ſhow, that whil'it che 
Doctor cafts ſo much Dirt upon the Do- 
@rine and Practice of the preſent Reman 
Church He makes it fly in the Faces of thoſe 
great Fathers and Lights of the Primitive 
Times. And much leſs might have ſuſficed 
for an Object lion, (which taken in all its parts, 
is as like the ſecking for 2 bat in a Bal rab, 
as ever yet | met with any) but that, as the 
Apoſtle ſaith, We are Debtors both to the V7i{e, 
and to the Wnwile., Let us Kee whether the 
next be any better. 
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CHAP. V. 


The diſparity aſigned by Dr. St. between defi- 
ring the Saints in Heaven, and Holy Men 
en Earth, to pray for Ws, ſhown to be In- 

enificant. 


6. 1. O manifeſt farther the weakneſs 
| of the Dodtor's Argument, I 

added in my Reply, that if C 

tholicks muſt be guilty of Idolatry, for deſiring 
juſt Perſons in Heaven to pray for them, upon 
the ſame account we muſt not deſire the Prayers 


of a juſt Man, even in this Life, becauſe this 
formal Invocation will be to make him an Infe- 
riour Deity. And the Doctor rejoins, p.168. 
that ſuppoſing this were all, yet this would net 
excuſe them, But from what ? He was loath 
to name it, the 7 —— is ſo abſurd, 


yet he would have his Reader believe, that 
it would not excuſe them from Idolatry. And 
the Reaſon he gives is, For their practice u 
vcry different in their Imvocation of Saint, 
from deſiring our Brethren on Earth to pray 
for ww. And he cannot but wonder how any 
Men of common ſenſe can ſuffer themſel ves t 
lehimpoſed upon ſo eaſily in this matter. Bat 
if, he ſuppoſe, tha what we du i I:veca'ing 

tle 
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the Saints, is no more than to deſire them to 
pray for as, as we do other Holy Men upon 
Earth, How comes the one to be Idolatry 
and not the other? The difference, as ſar as 
I can gather from his words, conſiſts in this, 
that amidſt the Solemn Devotions of the 
Church, after we have prayed to the Per- 
ſons of the Holy Trinity to have mercy on us, 


. remaining upon our Knees, we addreſs to 


the Saints, and require the aſſiſtance of their 
prayers, ſaying, Holy Peter and Paul pray for 
3 and this without being ſure that they hear 
. This, together with a hint of our ſerting 
wp their Images in ſom: lugber place in the 
Church, and burning Incenſe before them, is 
the whole ſumme of his Argument. Theſe 
circumſtances, he ſays, make the deſiring the 
Saints in Heaven to pray for u, to be of 8 
very different nature trom deliring the lame 
from out Brethren on Earth. And I won- 
der how any Men of common ſonſe can ſuſ- 
fer themſelves to be fo far impoſed upon, as 
to believe that any thing of this, or all uf it 

together can amount to de- 
latry Why we do not the LI. 20. contr. 
lame in all reſpects to Holy FH. c. 21. 

Men upon Earth, St. 18 
gives the Reaſon, when he ſays, that we wor- 
the Sums in Heaven ſo much more devout» 
ly, than when thy were sen Earth, becauſe 
more ſecurely, after they have overcome all the 
dangers 
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dangers and wncertainties of this World,as alſ; 
we praiſe them more confidently now reigning 
Conquer ours ina more happy Life, than whil| 
they were fighting in this. So that what we 
do more to them in Heaven,than whilſt they 
were upon Earth, in praying to and praiſing 
of them, is an expreſſion of a greater devo- 
tion to them now, (than then) upon the ac- 
count of their ſecure injoyment of a ſtate of 
Bliſs, which they can never loſe. But for 
that Worſhip, which is call i Latria, for as much 
4s it is a certain ſervice proper to the Divinity, 
we neither wor flup them, ( ſaith St. Auſtin, and 
all Catholicks with him) nor teach them to be 
worſhipped, but God alone. But to return to 
the Doctor. 

$. 2. The firſt thing he cavils at, is our 
turning to the "_— with the ſame po 
flares and expreſhon of devotion, to delire 
them to pray for ws, after we have invoked 
the Perſons of the Holy Trinity : And where 
lics the 1dolatry here,if we defire them only, 
as he ſuppoſcs, to pray for us ? Is the deſi- 
ring 2 juſt Man to pray for us, to give him 
the bonour duc to God? Why then were Fob's 
Friends ſent to him for his InterceFon ? Ot 
is it the doing it upon our Knees ? Why 
then do Parents permit their Children to ask 
them bleſſing in that poſture ? Or, is it the 
uſing that poſture in the Church: Are all 
the People then 1delaters, for deſirin; upon 
the 
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their Knees the Prieſt (nay one another) to 
pray unto Ce for them ? Theſe are ſuch 
pitiful triſles, that they weremor worth the 
reciting, much leſs reſuting, if (as St. Hieroms 
faith of the like) to recite them were not to 
refute them, Well, but St. Peter, he faith, 
who would not permit Cornelius to fall down 
before him, and St. Paul who rent his Garments 
and cryed out to the Men of Lyſtra, Why do 
you theſe things ? would no doubt have been 
leſs pleaſed with this. 
And why ſo, if Corve» Adverſ.vigilant.c.2, 
li, as St. Hitrome 
thinks, intended through Error, to worſhip 
him with divine honour ; and the Men of 
Lyra, (as St. Luke relates} to offer ſacrifice 
to St. Paul, as to a God? Bur then again, 
ſuppoſing the boner which Cornelius there 
intended, to have been only an Inferiour re- 
ſpect, as to a Holy Han, and that St. Percy 
(as St. Chryſoftome think- 
eth) refuſed it our of Ha- Hom. 21.m AG, 
mility, (ot as the Door 
terms it <AModeity) Does that hinder , bur 
that upon anther occaſion he might have 
admitted it, without danger to bis Modeſty, 
and much more ſecarely now, that He is in 
Heaven ? For my part, I believe that the 
Prophet Elizews loſt nothing 
of his Mode ly, or Humility, 4 Kinge4-27, 
when the SE, fell down 
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and held Him by the Feet, and He forbad his 
Servant to thruit Her away. To accept, or 
refuſe due host is a matter belonging to 
Prudence s and as ſome times it may be teſu- 
ſed with vain glory, lo at an other it may be 
admitted with uml. What a Caprichis 
then was it to (iy, that if we impate it only 
to St. Veter's Modeity, we will not allow him 
to carry it to Heaven with him ? as it St. Peter 
con not, without forfcit forſooth of his 
Modeſiy,have ſeen Chriftians do to him what 
ney every Day do to one another in the 
m— 

«+ 3. The Second thing he hints at, is 
* we can never be ſare that the Saints ds 
bear ws, therefore it muſt be wnlawfol, or as 
he would make it, Idolatroms to deſire them 
to pray for us. To this | anfwer hiſt, that 
this can be 0 excuſe for him not to de ſire 
the Angels to pray lor him, for it is certain 
by many Texts of Ho!y Scripture, that they 
know our neceſſities and praycrs, as Dan. 12. 
1. At that time ſball { AMichael ſtand wp, that 
Sen Prince, which _—_— for the Chiiaren 

# thy People, Z.1ch. 1 . The Angel of the 
Lord 'F id, o Lord ef Hetts, how long w1lt 
thes not hebe mercy on Jeruſ: em and on tlt 
Citics of Jad, againſt witch then haſt bad Ju- 
digration 1 th recſcore and iu Tears, Plal. 
137.2. 1 will þ ns wats thee in the fete or 
preſence of the Ang l Lc. 15.7 7. There ſhall 

be 
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be Foy in Heaven, and V. 10. There ſhull be 
Foy 2 ore the Angels of God, upon one Sinner 
that doth Penance. Apoc. 8. 4 Te ſmoke of 
the Incenſes of the Prayers of the Saints aſcen- 
ded from the hand of the Angel before Cod. 
All theſe places, and divers others do mani- 
ſeſtly ſhow, that our Prayers and A7ions arc 
not unknown to the Angeli; And whereas 
our Saviour himſclt ſaith, that the Fuft in 
the Reſurreffion ſhall be as the Angels in Hea» 
ven. Matth. 22. 30. (the equality as to 
tnowledge, not depending upon the Body) it 
follows by the Analogy of Faith, that our 
prayers and concerns are known allo to the 
Saints, now enjoying the ſame B.ifsful Yiſon 
with the Angels s and they no doubt rejoice 
as much at the Converſion of a Sinner, as the 
Angels do; and of them it is recorded allo, 
Apoc. 5. 8. as well as of the Angeli, that 
they had golden Vials full of Odonrs which are 
the prayers of Saints, that is, of the Faithful 
upon Earth, who arc here called Saints, as 
they are often in other places of Holy Seri. 
ture allo. To this | might add the Izcom- 
parable perſeltion of the knowledge which the 

leſſed enjoy in Heaven, with many other at 
guments both from Authority and Reaſon, 
brought by Catholick Drvines to prove this 
Tenet, But becauſe the Dottor brings no- 
thing to prove the contrary, vis, that rhe 
Saints do not bear wr, beſides his own, 1-{z 
LE 2 fi uit. 
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dixit x 1 ſhall not inlarge furt er upon this 
Point, but give him all the fair play be can 
defire,which is to ſuppoſe with him at pre- 
ſent, that the Saints do not hear our prayers. 
But will it follow from thence, that it is a- 
lawful, or Idolatrical to di ſire their Imterceſſi- 
on ? ] anſwer, (2h )with 
De Sant, Brat. Bellarmine , and deny the 
li.t, c. 20. Conſequence, 1. Becauſe, 
although Proteſtant Wri- 
ters do cite ſome of the Fathers, as expteſ- 
ſing themſelves doubtſully, whether the Saints 
hear our prayers, or noy yet ſuppoſing this to 
be as thoſe Proteſlants would have it, this 
was no Argument to thoſe very Fathers, not 
to call upon the Saints in particulat to prog 
for them, as is manifeſt from their own 40. 
Gris and pradtiſe, by what hath been ſaid 
above, and from the Confeſſion of Prote- 
fans themſelves, 2. Becauſe it is crtan 
by many asd great Miracles wrought by God 
upon Addteſſes made to the Saints, that theſe 
who call upon them are heard, and obtars 
what they defire. And for the Proteſtant 
Reader's ſatislact ion in this Point, I ſhall ſet 
down ſome of them, as they ſtand recorded 
in the Works of St. Bafil, Theodorct, and St. 
Anitin, witneſſes of too great Authority and 
Irtegrity to be queſtion'd, much leſs reject» 

ed, as Writers of Fables or Romances. 
I, St. Baſil, in his Hemly upon the 49. 
Martyrs, 
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Martyrs, after he had told his Audirors.that 
there was Help prepared for Chriſtians, Viz. 
The Church of the Martyrs, and that thoſe who 
had taken pains to find one to pray for them, 
had here no leſi than Forty : and that it was 
the praclaſe of Chriſtians at that time (or thoſe 
who were in Tribulation, or Foy, to fly, and 
have recourſe to the Forty Martyrs x thoſe for 
deliverance from their Troubles, and theſe for 
the Conſervation of their Proſperity : he adds, 
Here 4 Piows Mother praying for her Children, 
1 accepted or heard; as alſo ing 4 ſaf re- 
turn or her Hurband, when in 4 — or 
health for him in ſickneſs, Let ws therefore 
pour forth our Prayers with theſe Holy Martyrs. 
The Doctor will be apt to catch at theſe 
laſt words, as if St. Baſil meant, that Chri- 
flians were only to join their prayers with 
the Prayers of the <AMartyrs and not to deſire 
them to pray for them j Bur this exception 
is excluded, by what he aid before, that 
thaſe who are in Aﬀiidtion, fly, and have re- 
courſe to the Martyrs themſelves : which pra- 
Q.ſe of the People, faith 
Dr. Forbes, the firſt Biſhip Conſid. Mode ft. 
of Edinburgh. had not St. Co J. f. 311. 
Baſil approved , he would 
never have prepoſed as an Example to be 
imitated + and with him agrecs Yeſſizs there 
cited by him. 

2dly, Theodoret is yet more exprels in this 
Bel mute”, 
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mitter, Li. 8. de Grec, Affect. © The Tem- 
" ples of the Martyrs, ſaith he, are conſpicu- 
$ ous, and Illuſtrious both for their Great- 
© neſs and Beauty. Nor do we frequent them 
only once, ot twice, ot five times in a year; 
but we celebrate frequent Aflemblies in 
them; and often fing praiſes every Day to 
"the Lord of thoſe Martyrs. Thoſe who arc 
"in good hcalth,beee o! the Martyrs the con- 
rv. ion of ity and ſuch as arc afflicted 
with ary diſraſe, beg Lealth. Thoſe who 
© ane berren, pray that they may have Chil- 
1 dren ; and hel- who have ( hildrcr., that 
they may be preſerved to them. In like 
mannc -a: oſe who travel, defire the Mar- 
* 1515 10 5c (2 companions, or rather Guides 
F of :: cir Journey ; and thoſe who return 
* ſafe, return alſo to give thanks for the be- 
neſit they have received g Not that they i- 
* magin they go to Gods z but they beſeech 
and pray the Martyrs of God, as Heavenly 
Men, to be Interceſſours to Him lor them. 
Now that luch as piouſly and faithfully 
© pray to them, ebtain thcir deſeres : The De- 
e ies, when they p1Y their Vous, do wit- 
„s, as evicent Tefmenict of their teco- 
*ro:ed health, For ſome hang up the te- 
*{: mblances of Fyes; others of Hands, o- 
"thers of Fett; made of Gold or Silver: 
© which their Lord. how ſmall and vile ſoe- 
"vcr the gifts be diſdains not molt gratefully 
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to accept, meaſuring the gift by the ability 
* of the Giver. Theſe therefore being expo. 
* fed to the eyes of all Men, and brought by 
" thoſe who have obtained health, are moſt 
© certain ſigns of the Cure of the Diſeaſes, 
* Theſe I lay ſhew the vertues of the Martyrs 
* who lye buried there ; and the vertue of 
' the Martyrs declares the God whom they 
6 worſhipped, to be the true GA. 

3dly, St. Auſtin is fo copious in this ſub- 
ject, that he writes 1 Treatiſe rather than a 
Chapter, of the Miracles which were done in 
his time, at the Shrines of 
ſeveral Martyrs, pirticulacly De Civ. Dei. 
of St. Stephen, which thoſe . 22. c. 8. 
who deſi e to be in ormed of 
the Truth, may read at their lciſute. I have 
inſtanced already in that ot the 
de vont Mother, who exadt:d of 5ts Chap. 4. 
Stephen to reſtore her Son to lite, 
and had her Petition granted, God, faith St. 
Auſtin, doing it per Martyrem, by his Martyr, 
I ſhall only add at preſent what he relates 
of a peer, but piows Man, called Florentine, 
who having loſt his Cloak, and not having 
wherewith to buy another, went to the ten- 
ty Martyrs, (whoſe memory, faith he, with ws 
very famous, and pray d with a loud voice, 
to be cloathed: Certain younr Men, whom 
St. Auſtin calls Irriſores, (i. c. (coffers) hears 
ing him pray, derided him, (as no doubt 
Ee 4 Dr. 
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Dr. St. would have done, had he been there) 
as if he had legg d ſo much money of the Mar- 
urs, 4s wonld buy him a Cloak. But he de- 
parting from thence towards the Sea fide, 
found 4 great Fiſh upon the ſhore, in whoſe 
Belly, when open'd, there was found a Gold 
Ring: Which the Cook, a good Chriſtian, to 
whom he had fold the Fiſb, and knew what 
had paſſed, gave him, with theſe words: 
Behold how the Twenty Martyrs have cloathed 
Thee. Thus St, Auftin, little thinking, then, 
or nom, (if he know nothing of what paſſes 
here below) what Port this ſtery will make 
for the Doctor and his Partiz ins; though he 
good M n judg d it worthy to be recounted, 
that God might be glorified in ks Saints. 
And upon the ſame account I ſhall nor omit, 
though it may add matter of new Merriment 
to the ſceffing humour of the Age, to ſet 
down what I find rclated by Fehn Patri- 
arch of FERUSALEM, to have pal- 
{cd in this kind with Saint Fehn Damaſcen, 
about the Year 728. He is known to have 
been a ſour Allctter of the Yexcration of 
Holy Images, and when the Emperour Leo 
Iſauricus railed a Petſecution lor that cauſe, 
he wrote divers learned Epiftles to cantirm 
the Faithful in the Tradition of the Church. 
He was then at Damaſcus, where the Prince 
of the Saracens ke pt his Court, and highly in 
the favour of that Prince for his Wiſdows and 

Learning; 
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Learning y And the Emperor Leo nut know- 
ing otherwiſe how to execute his Fury a- 

aint him, cauſes a Letter to be forged, as 

om Damaſcen to Him, and to be tranſcri- 
bed by One who could exactly imitate his 
hand ; the Contents whereot were to in- 
vite him to paſs that way with his Army 
with promiſe to deliver the City into his 
hands, This Letter the Emperor, (as out 
of friendſhip to an Aly, and deteſtat ion of 
the Treachery ſent to the Prince of the Sara 
cent, who no ſooner ſaw and read it, but in 
a brutiſh, Paſſion , commanded the right 
hand of Damaſcen, which he ſuppoſed had 
writ it, to be cut off. Diitum Factam. A 
word and a blow. His hand was ſtruck off, 
and hung up in the Mirker-place, till Even- 
ing z When upon Petition that he might 
have leave to bury it, it was commanded to 
be delivered to him. He takes the hand and 
inſtead of laying it in the Ground, joins it to 
his Arm, and proſtrating himſelt before an 
Image of our B. Lady, which he kept in his 
oratory, humbly beſcuzht her Interceſſion for 
the reſtoring of his hand, that he might em- 
ploy it in ſetting forth her Son's — and 
Hers : This done, ſleep ſeiz'd on him, and he 
beheld the Image of the B. Virgin looking 
— him with a pleaſant aſpect, and telling 

im, that his Hand was reſtored ; which 
when he awakcd he found to be true, and a 
{mall 
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ſmall Circle or mark only remaining in the 
place where it had been cur off, to teſtify 
the truth of the Miracle This is recorded 
Fohu Patriarch of Feruſalem, in the Lite 
of St. John Damaſcen, and to this I might 
add many more of the like kind: But theſe 
may ſuffice to fatisfy an Impartial mind, that 
whether the Saints themſelves hear ws or no, 
yet thoſe who imp'ore their 
De Cura pro Intercetion are moſt certain 
mort. Cap. 15. ty heard, and as St. Auſtin 
ſaich, helped by them And it 
dan never be anlawſul, much leſs 1dolatroms 
to ule that means tor the odtarnmy our juſt 
deſires, which God himſcif bach attefted by 
ſo many Miracles to be acceptable to him. 
All that the Doctor brings to upbold' his 
ſlippery conſequence, is that it would be a 
ſenſleſs thing to deſire ſome excellent Perſon in 
the Indies, when we are at our ſolemn devotion 
to pray for ws. And fo, no doubt he would 
have derided thoſe three Tri- 
Vita S. Nicol. bunts, who (being unjuſtly 
#fud Lipoman, condemn d by the Empc- 
ror Conſtantint,commended 
themſclves to the Prayers of St. Xicholas at 
that time far from the Court tot dowble In- 
mocents, But God who is every where pre- 
ſent, and to whom the Wiſaom of the World 
is Fooli/hn:{s, both could and did reward 
the ſimplicity of their Devotion, by cauſing 
tl.c 
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the Holy Man to appear to the Emperour in 
his ſleep, and divert him from executing the 
Sentence, In fine, if the Doctor will needs 
have it to be a ſenſleſs thing to call upon the 
Saints in Heaven tor the Aſſiſt ance of their 
Prayers, he mult cither condemn the — 
both of the Greet and Latin Church(as Mr. 
Thorndike calls them) to have been ſenſleſs 
Aten, (and they may thank God they eſcape 
ſo) or he muſt grant this praffiſe of theirs, 
to be a convincing Argument, that they be- 
lieved the Saints did hear them. 
$+ 4. The laſt thing he quarrels at, is the 
ſetting up the Images of Saints in ſome hightr 
place of the Church, and burning Incenſe be- 
fore them. And what he ſays to ſhow this 
to be very Evil, is that which proves it to 
be very Good, viz.That the Perſons,tor whole 
ſake this is done, ate (as we ſuppoſe them) 
truly ſuch, as for their ure ſanctiuy, would 
deſetve to have it done to ä 
perhaps Humility, or other Moral Conſi 
rations might weigh both with them, and the 
Church not to permit it to be done. Net we 
know, that Elias fate upon the top of a Hill, 
and call'd Fire from Heaven upon thoſe two 
Captains, who came to ſeize him 3 but 
condeſcended to go with the third, who fell 
on his Knees before Him, And I would glad- 
ly be inform'd what Evil at all it would be 
to ſet a Saint (were he preſent) in ſome 
lig ber 
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bigher Place in the Church, (as we do a N. 
ſhop) for the People to ſee Him, and deſite 
his Prayers. Perhaps it is the ſmoke of the 
Incenſe, which troubles his Eyes, that he 
cannot diſtinguiſh between the uſe of it, as 
applyed to God, and as applyed to his Ser- 
vants, or other things relating to him. But 
this being of its own nature an indifferent 
Ceremony ( as bowing and kneeling allo are ) 
and not appropriated (at leaſt in the new 
Law) to the worſhip of God, it is in the 
freedome of the Church to determine how 
and when it ſhall be uſed. And as when we 
kneel to God, that poſture is a ſign of the ſo- 
veraign honour we give to him, as the Lord 
of all things: but when we do it to a Holy 
Man, or our Parents, it is but a ſign of an 
Inferiour reſpect due to them, So likewiſe 
the Ceremony of Incenſe, when ditected to 
God, ſignifies the worſhip we owe to him; 
but to Holy Perſons or things, an Taferioar 

reſbect or veneration to 
Li. 2. de MH. c. 15. them for his lake, The 

w/c of it is very ancient 
as Bellarmin ſhows, and the fienifications 
many, and very fitly adapted tw tie Publick 
Service of God, as well for the Rcvcrence of 
the Place; as to mind us of the Inacceſſible 
Glory of God, who appeared in a Cloud; and 
the ſweet Odour our Prayers ate to him, if ſent 


up from a heart is flamed with the lee of 
God. 
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God. This then being the Intention of Ca- 
tholick People in the uſe of theſe and the 
like Ceremonies, viz. to give only a Honourary 
reſpect or Veneration to the Saints, and to de- 
fire them only to pray for ws, it is evident 
that neither in the place, nor the time, nor 
the manner, any mcroachment at all is made 
upon the wor ſhip and ſervice due to God alone; 
and all the Dr. hath done 

in this Paragraff,was,to en- 6. 14, p. 168, 
deavour to the a knot in a 

Bull-ruſh, when he could find none, and the 
matter was fo brittle,that it would not hold 


the Hing. 
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CHAP. VI. 


of the Pradtiſe of Chriſtian People in St. Au- 
ſtin time, in the Invocation of Saints, 


6. T ſecond Anſwer I gave to the 


Dr. 7 Injuriows Parallel of the 
Heathens Worſhip of their Infe» 
riour Deities, and the worſhip given by Catho- 
licks to the Saints, was, that 
Li. 20. contra the ſame Calummy ( as St, Au- 
Fauſt. c. 21. in calls it) was cait wpon 
the Catholicks in his time and 
i anſwered by him, and his Anſwer will ſerve 
now as well as then. That Himſelf held ſuch 
Formal Invgcation 4 part of the Worſhip due 
fo Saints, 4s is EvIdent 
Li.7.de Bapticontr. from the Prayer he made 
Donat. c. 1. to St. Cyprian after his 
Martyrdome ; Let B. 
Cyprian therefore help us with his Prayers, &c. 
And for a farther Confirmation of it, I add- 
cd, that Calvin himſelf ac» 
Inflit.li.3.c.20. knowledgath it was the cu- 
ns. 22. Home at that time to [ay 
Holy Mary, or Hily Peter 

Fray [07 wt. 
The Dr. comes now, as he ſaith (p. 1 70.) 
fo 
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to conſider the Anſwer of St. Auſtin, be- 
ther it will ſerve to vindicate as vow ar well 
then: And I muſt deſire the Reader to take 
the pains to peruſe attentively the words of 
St. Auſtin, as they ſtand cited in the Reply, 
and the Doctor's Canſderations upon them 
(for himſelf thought not fic to call them an 
Anſwers) that by his Performance in this 
Point, he may ſee to what miſerable ſbifss, 
and diſengenuous Arts they are put wo will 
ſhut their Eyes, and fight againſt the light of 
a Neon day Truth. 

$, 2, His fi Conſideration is, that St. 
Auſtin utterly denies that any Religions wor- 
ſhip was performed to the Martyrs. And how 
could he affirm this, if he had not ſbat his 
Eyes, when St. Auſtin ſays expreſly iti the 
place cited, that it was the cuſtom of the Clrt- 
ſtian People in his time, to celebrate with Reli- 
gious Solemmnity the Memories of the Martyrs? 
That the Reader might not ſce this Contra- 
diction, he corrupts the words of St. Auſtin 
by tranſlating them after his mode, V iz. It 
was the Cuſtome of the Chriſlians in his time to 
have their Religious A(emblies at the Sepul- 
chres or Memories of the Martyrs : As if 
their Meetings were only to honour God in 
Himſelf, and not his Martyrs for his lake. 
But this is both expreſly oppoſite to the 
words themſelves 3 and is refuted by St. 
Auſtin himſelf, when having admitted in 


Ap ſwer 
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Anſwer to Fauſtus his Objection, that Chri- 
ian did celebrate the Memories of the Martyrs 
with Religious Solemmity, he declares himſelf 
not to ſpeak of that Religious Worſhip which 
is due only to God, but ſuch a kind of wor- 
ſhip, with which eves Holy Men in this life 
are worſhipped, We worſhip therefore, ſaith he, 
the Martyrs with that worſhip of Love and So- 
ciety, &c. But we worſhip them ſo much more 
de vontiy, than we do Holy Men upon Earth, 
becauſe more ſecurely, after they have overcome 
all the Dangers and Incertainties of this Life, 
He that hath bur half an Eye open muſt lee, 
that St. LM »ſtin ſpeaks here of the Worſbip 
which the Chriſtians of his time gave to the 
Martyrs themſeluts. And that the Dr. doth 
but Equivocate in the term Religious 7 

92 


which may reaſonably be appiyec to the 
I 


nour due to the Saints, as I ſhewed above in 
the 24. Chap. And whereas he faith, that 
I conveniently left out, what St. Auſtin adds, 
that not only Sacrifice was refuſed by Saints 
and Angels, but any other Religious honour, 
which is due to God himſelf, as the Angel for- 
bad St. John to fall down and Worſbip Him , 
had He not conveniently put thoſe words[ any 
other Religious honour ] into the Text ( tor 
they ate not in St. Auſtin) he had had no- 
thing to blind his Reader with ; and yet as 
himſclf cites the words, it is evident that 
St. Auſtin ſpeaks of ſuch Religious Lontur, as 

us 
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is dat to God himſelf. Whoever looks into 
the Text (which I omitted only for brevities 
ſake) will judge he had done much more 
conveniently for his cauſe, had he left it out. 


$. 3. His ſecond Conſi der ation, is (p.171) 
that In vocation is expreſly excluded by St. Au- 
fſtin, as no part of the Worſhip due to Saints. 

nd how again without ſbarting his Eyes, 
could he afhrm this, when St. Aubin ex- 
preſly ſays, that Chriitians did celebrate the 
Memories of the Martyrs with Religious So- 
lemnity, not only to excite to the Imitation of 
their Yertues, but alſo to be partakers of their 
Merits, and to obtain help by their Prayers * 
This he convenient iy avoids the repeating of, 
and flies for refuge to another place ot St. 


Auſſin, where he faith We 
raiſe no Altars on which to De civitat. D. i. 
ſacrifice to Martyrs, but to li.22. c. 10. 


one God, the God of Mar- 
yrs, as well as ours; at which at Men of God 
who have overcome the World by Confeſſion of 
Him, they are named in their place and order, 
but are not invacated by the Prieff who ſacrt- 
ces, And here he thinks he hath done our 
work for us. For, This (faith 
the afore-cited Biſh. Forbes) Confid. Nd. 
i 4 Teſtimony in which all Diſ®» c.. 5. 317. 
ſemers wonderfully exult, and 
even Triumph ; But thoſe of the Church of 
1 1 Rome, 
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Rome, ſaith he, do anſwer, and inderd truly, 
that St. Auitin ſpeaks here of Invecation in 
the Liturgy, and at the Altar, where foraſmuch 
4s — i truly offered to God, ( though 
he think many of the Church of Rome mi- 
taken in their Explication of it) Ia: 
tion is to be directed to God alone, And that 
this was St. Auitin's meaning in that place, 
would have appeared from the Reaſon he 
gives, in the words immediately following 
the Doctor's Citation, had he not moſt con- 
veniently left them out, Viz, Becauſe the Prieſt, 
ſich St. Aan, ſacrifices to God, and not to 
the Martyrs, although he ſacrifice in Memory of 
the Martyrs, for he u the Prieſt of God, and not 
of the Martyrs : Who ſees not, that St, Au- 
in here ſpeaks of Invocation made by the 
Prieſt at the offering of the Sacrifice ? 


6. 4. But that He did allow at other 
times the dire Invocation of Saints, ] have 
already ſhown in the 4th. and 5th, Chapters, 
from the Examplcs of the devour Mother 
exacting of St. Stephen the reſtoring her Son 
to Lite 3 and of the poor Man, who prayed 
to the Twenty Martyrs to be cloathed., Both 
Which St. Asſ{in highly commends, and re- 
lates them no doubt as patterns for our Imi- 
tation. In his 17th. Sermon de verb Apo- 
Hol:, he expteſly athrms, that it i an Injury 
to pray for a Martyr to whoſe Prayers we cg 

10 
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to be commended. And in his Book of the 


Care for the Dead, c. 4, & 5. he faith, that 
the Chriſtians of his time, did not only re- 
commend the Sowls of their deceaſed Friends 
to God, but to the Martyrs allo, as their Pa- 
trons to be helped by them : And this he 
pives for the Reaſon, why they deſired to 
ave their Bodies buried neer the Shrines or 
Sepulchers of the Martyrs, Viz. That the Me- 
mory of the Place where they were buried might 
excite their Friends to recommend them by 
their Prayers to thoſe very Saints, Theſe Te- 
ſtimonies are ſo clear, that they cannot pol- 
ſibly be evaded by any ſhift, or pretence 
whatſoever of Rhetorical Apoſtrophes, or Poe» 
tical Flonriſhes, or General - that the 
Saints would pray for us. And although 
Biſhop Moxnutague with his piercing Wit. 
being prefs'd with theſe Authorities, ſought 
every chin to eſcape out at, yet Biſh. Forbes 
(c. 4. p. 320.) confeſſes it was in vain ; and 
that he i very ſorry, that the ſaid Biſb. Moun- 

tague gave [6 juſt a cauſe ts 
anne, Barclains to expo» Parzn.li.2.c.7. 

ttulate with Him, for impo- 
fing upon the credulity of his Soveraign, ad 
ethers in this matter. And had he been now 
alive, he might with grief enough have pto- 
nounced the fame (as I doubt not but many 
other learned Proteitanas do) of Dr. Sulling- 
fleet, As for what he qu tes to have been 
112 obſerved 
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obſetved by Lad. Ves (if his Obſervation 
were ttue ) chat many Chriſtians in his time did 
offend in re bona, in a thing good in it ſelf, 
( which the Doctor leaves out) becauſe they 
did, (aith he, no otherwiſc worſhip Saints than 
they did God himſelf, (the contrary whereof 
is aſſerted by St. Auſtin of the Chriſtians of 
his time) it imports at moſt but an Errour 
or Abuſe in ſome particular Perſons, ſuch as 
St. Auſtin ſaith ( in the place above · cited a- 
gainit Fauſtas) that whoever falls into it, is 
to be reproved by ſound Doctrine, that he m 
be ether corrected or avoided. 


. 4. From St. Auſtin's Teſtimony of the 
cuſtome of Chriſtian People in his time i pail- 


ed to kis Prad ice, and tor a Proof of it, I in- 
ſtanced in the Prayer 

Li.7.de Bapt.contr. he made to St. Cyprian 
Donat. c. 1. after his Martyr dome. in 
theſe words yz Let bleſ- 

fed Cyprian therefore help Us with his Pray- 
ers, Xc. This the Doctor calls an Apoſire+ 
phe, that is a Counterfeit Invocation, ſuch as 
Mr. Perkins nid, we Engliſh men make to 4 
Bowl, whin we pray it, (globum rogamws) to 
rubb or rang And the compariſon being fo 
Parallel berween Mr. Perkins's Globum rp as 
mus, and St.Chryſoſtom's 

Hoem 26. in 2 Cor. Santtos rogamus, | Can- 
not but wonder, that 


Engl 
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Engpliſh- men who arc granny eſteemed the 
s 


beſt Iwvecators of Bowls in the World ſhould 
nevertheleſs be no better Invocators of Saints, 
Fot. if the devotion be the ſame, it can be no 
mo [dolatry to call upon the Saints, than 
upon thc Bowls, But to ſpeak to the words 
ot Sc. Auſtin, L Let B. Cyprian therefore help 
4 with his Prayers} whoever conſidets the 
Motive alledged by Him, why he addreſſed 
hi lt to St. Cyprian, which was for that 
in Heaven, He ſaw more clearly the trath of 
that Auen, of which himſclf had ſot- 
merly coubted,and St. Auſſin was then treat- 
ing of j and the necefſity he had of his Pray- 
ers, 4s being yet in this Mortal Fleſh, and la- 
bouring as in a dark Cloud ; will cafily lee 
that it was not 4 counterfiit, but a true and 
ſerious addteſs to Him for the aſſiſtance of 
his Prayers: And Chemmitius 
no doubt underſtood it fo, Exam. part.3. 
when ſpeaking of this very p. 211, 
paſlage of St. uAvitin's m- 
vocating St. Cyprian : This, faith he, Auſtin 
aid, ſaffering himſelf to be carried away with 
the Times, and Cuſtome. Well, bur for all 
this, the Doctor will have it to be a wh, 
rather than « Prayer, and he doubts his ſaying 
the like to St. Auſtin, Let Bleſſed Auitin now 
help me with his Prayers, would not be taken by 
w for a renouncing the Proteſlant Doctrine, 
and embracing that of the Church of Rome, 
Ft 3 10 
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To this I Anſwer, although the word Adju- 
vet taken Grammatically, be of the wiſbing or 
Optative Mood ; yet taken with all the cir- 
cumſtances above-mention'd, and the cuſlowe 
of Chriſtian People of that time approved 
by St. Auſtin, it imports as much a formal 
requeſt, as if a Child ſhould ſay to his Fa- 
ther, Benedicat, Let my Father bleſs me Fot 
it is not ſo much the Mood. as the Mode (that 
is, uſe and cuſtome ) which determins the 
ſenſe of words : And if the Doctor will ba- 
zard a tryal of it, Let him but profeſs as St. 
Auitin did, that we ought to celebrate with 
Religious Sulemmity the Memories of the Mar- 
urs, to be aſſiſted by their Prayers and that 
it is good and lawful to commend our ſelves 
to their Prayers; and upon this account lay, 
as St. Auſtin ſaid, Let B. Cyprian help me with 
his Pravers, I dare undertake his own Party 
ſhall take it for renouncing the Proteſtant Do- 
Arine, and embracing that of the Church of 
Rime, But he is ſo tar either from making 
this Profeſſion with St. Auiin, or laying to 
him, Let B. Auſtin now help me with hu Pray- 
ers, that he would have the Reader to take it 
for one of the ſuperſtitions, which he would 
give us to underitand,crept in after the Auni- 
verſary Mectings at the Sepulchers of the Mar- 
tyre, grew in requeſt. For 

Contr. Fauſtum. S. A«ftin himſelf,laith he, 
li, 20, c,21, affirmeth, that what they 
taught 
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tanghu was one thing, and what they did bear 
with was another, ſpeaking of the cuſtomes uſed 


at thoſe Solemnitiet. And is it poſſible he 
could think fo great a Forb as this could 
* for current in the World? Is it poſſible 
could have courage enough to cite the 
place, where thoſe words ate to be ſound, 
and not fear a Rat ? Obſerve I pray: What 
St. Auſtin condemns in that place is this, 
that ſome who brought Wine and Meat to the 
Sepulchers of the Martyrs, took fo plentiſully 
of them, that they wade themſelves drunk. 
His words are theſe, As for thoſe who make 
themſelves drunk at the Sepulchers of the Mar- 
tyrs, how can they be approved by ws, whom 
Kaas Doctrine condemns, even when they do it 
in their own private Houſer, This was the 
cuſtome of which St- Auf in faith, that the 
Governours of the Church did not teach it, 
but bore with, till it could be amended. And 
the Doctot had the — — by a ſubtil 
Inſinuation, to make his Reader believe, that 
what St. Au ſtin condemned, was the deſiring. 
or, as he calls it, wiſhing the Martyrs to pr 
for them. I ſhall leave him to make 2 
fattion to God and the World, and proceed to 
that which he calls the Queſtion between we. 


S. 5. The Pneftion between ws, ſaith he, i 
net how far ſuch wiſhes, rather than prayers, 
being uttered 0ccaſunally , 4s St. 40100 * 

114 ths 
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this to St. Cyprian, but whether ſolemn Invece- 
tion of Saints in the duties of Religious Wor- 
ſhip as it is now practiſed in the RomanCharch, 
were ever pradtiſed in St. Anſtin's time ? Thus 
he atterly denies, and here, ſaith he, (p. 174.) 
we ſtand and fix our Foot againſt all oppoſition 
whatſoever, Thus expiring Candle gathers 
up its ſpirits, and forces it ſelf into a : 
before it dies. Alas ! that ſo many learned 
Men ſhould all this while have been miſt e- 
ken in the Queſtion ! that they ſhould have 
ſpent ſo much ey and ſweat to no purpole ! 
The great Qucſtion hitherto controverted 
between Catholicks and Proteſtants , was 
held to be, Whether it be lawfal to Invecate 
the Saints to pray for Us ? and whether this 
were agreeable to the praftiſe of the Primitive 
times But now, like a miſchievoss Card that 
will ſpoil the hand, this is dropt under the 
Table, and all the ſhow above-board,is,whe- 
ther jt may be done in the detiedas he calls 
them) of Religious Worfoip ? He ſaw how of- 
ten his Foot had ſſipt, whilſt he endeavoured 
to land upon tne denial, of its being the 
cuſtome of the Fathers to deſire the Saints 
to pray for them and therefore he catches 
hold of this Twigg to fave 

Conſid. Mod. himſell, but in vain ; for Bi- 
p. 308. ſhop Forbes conſeſſes that it 
— _= cuſtome to - 

ſo, both in p«blick and private prayers ; al- 
? —_— 


( 441) 
though he be loath to give it any other name 
but that of wi . Bar Chemmitins, (That 
eat Liebt of the German Church, as our Do- 
or calls him in his Irenicum p.396. where 
he ſets him in the Vas for aflerting the m- 
tability of Church-Government, and of whom, 
he faith, Brightman had ſo high an Opinion, 
as to make Him to be one of the Angels in the 
Churches of the Revelation ) this great Man, 
without mincing the 
matter, acknowledges Exam.Conc.Trid, 
freely, that Invocation of part.3. 5. 200. 
Saints began to be brought 
into the publick Aſſemblies of the Church by 
Baſil, Niſſen, and Nazianzenwho lived in the 
Century before St. Auſtin: and could little 
doubt of the Continuance of it in St. A- 
Hin time, when he witnefleth that Chri- 
ftian People did then celebrate the Memories of 
the Martyrs with Religious Solemmity, to ob- 
tain the Aſfiftance of their Prayers j But who 
can tell us what the Doctor means by the 
duties of Religious Wor ſhip ? It he mean hear- 
ing of Sermons, ( which is ſo much cry'd up 
by thoſe of his Party, as if it were the Pro 
and Poop of Religion, though the Author of 
the Cauſes of the Decay of Chriſtian Pity, 
Ch. 18, call it the moſt laYe of all Religious 
Offices 4) he knows the Invocation of Saints 
was both commended and pradtiſed in their 
Sermons, by St. Baſil, Hom. in 40. Mart. S. 
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veg. Nad ian. Orat. 20. & 21. S. Cre. Niſſen, 
Otat. des. Theodoro, and others. It he mean 
the Letanies although the uſe of them began 
to be more ſolemn in the time of Greg 
the Great, yet Strabo if. 
De-reb.Eccl.c.28, firms that, that form of 
Invocating the Saints was 
believed to be much more Ancient + Vir. 
from the time that St. Hierom tranſlated the 
Epitome of Euſchius bis Martyrologe into 
Latin : or, (as others explicate his mean- 
ing) before that time, but not in fo great a 
number. But then again, ii he ſpeak of that 
Part of the Maſs, which was anciently called 
the Aſs ot the Catrchument, and ſerves as 
a Preparatory devotion, both to Prieſt and 
Peop'e, the Prieft indeed before he aſcends 
to the Altar, deſites the B. Virgin, and the 
reſt of the Sant, as allo the People, to pray 
to our Lord God for him, and in the Ver ſicles 
between the Epritle and Goſpel, there are 
ſome Inſtances (though very rare) of Holy 
Atary, ot Holy Paul pray for wy but as thele 
are not cxcludtd by St. Auſtis who ſpeaks 
only of the Prieft's directing his Imvocation 
to God alone in the offering of the ſacrifice ; 
ſo neither can the Doctor give any fatisfa- 
Rory Reaſon why the Prieft may not lawfully 
uſe it then, (eſpecially being appointed by 
the Church,) as in his private Oratory. But 
if he mean that Part of the Maſs, which be- 
gins 
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gins from the ory, and was anciently 
call d the Ma[s of the Faithful in which the 
prieſt addrefles himſelt expreily to offer 
up the ſacrifice of the New Teftament, which 
Chrift hatch Inſtitured in his own Body and 
Bloody Let him, if he can, (for, he faith, he 
bath look'd into aur Miſfals) produce any one 
Inſtance of Formal Invocation to any Saint 
or Angel, There they are named at this day 
(as they were in t. Aufi time) an their 
place and order, but are not Invecated by 
the Prieſt that Sacrifices : So that in tha, 
which is the woſt proper and liar duty 
of Religions Worſhip (as I have ſhown in the 
34. Chap. it was accounted by St. Auſtin) 
there is a moſt perſect Conformity between 
the Primitive and Modern Church: and 
the difference in other leſs ſolemn parts of 
Devotion, xe at all material, as hath been 
ſhewed. 

5. 6. In the laſt place (p. 174.) the Do- 
Qor ſaith, He « ſent from S. Auſtin to Calvin, 
whoſe Authority, though never owned as 1n- 
fallible by Him) he need not, as he laith, fear 
in this point i and therefore the Frrand, (if 
he will have it ſo,) could not be wngratefvl. 
may well think his heart leap d for joy to 
hear Calvin alledged for a witzeſr,that it was 
the cuſtome in St. Auitin's time to ſay, Holy 
Peter pray for Ws: and thereupon, as if the 
day were his cn, he lays, He cannot but won- 
der, 
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Aer, that if I ſaw the words in Calvin, or Bel» 
larmin, that I would produce them. But hold: 
Have not I more Reaſon to wonder at his 
wonder , if it be true what Himſelf makes 
Calvin 4% Vize That the Council of Car- 
tbage did forbid praying to Saints deft t - 
1 prayers 1 by ſuch — 
of Addreſſes , Holy Peter pray for ws ? For 
why, 1 pray, was ſuch a Decree made, d 
why did the Fathers of that Ceunci (car, left 
the publick prayers ſhould be corrupted 
with ſoch kind of addteſſes, if there were 
no ſuch cuſtome at that time / Either the Dy, 
corrupts the words of his dear Afafer Calvin 
or, it is maniſeſt, they imply it was the cu- 
fame at that time to lay, Holy Peter pray for 
Mr. And to make this clearer, 1 ſhall fer 
down, 1.What Calvin really itt. 2. What 
Bellarmin anſwers to him. And from both it 
will appear, that Calvin ſuppoſcs there was 
ſuch a cut me and withall that Calvin hath 
corrupted the words and meaning of the Coun- 
cil,and D.Sr.miſrepreſerted thoſe of Calvin, 
1. What Calwin really faith, is this, viz, 
That it was anciently 

Inſtu. li. 3. c. 20. . 22. forbidden in the Coun- 
cil of Carthage that di- 

reit prayer or Invocation be made to the Saints 
at the Altar. And it is probable, the reaſon 
was, for that thoſe Holy Aten, ben they could 
not totally Repreſs the force of an evil 29 
they 


(* 
they 2 good at leaſt to put thi reſtraint 
wpon it, leſt the publick prayers might be cor- 
rupted with this Ferme Holy Peter pray for 
Ws. This is what Calvin faith. And who 
ſces not, that the coſtome (no wonder if He 
call it an iff one.) whoſe force he ſuppoſeth. 
the Council would, hut could not totally Repreſs, 
was this form of addreſs, Holy Peter * 
Wit And He that fees this, muſt ſhut his 
Eyes, if he fees not that in Calvin's Opinion, 
it was the Cſlome of that time (however re- 
provable he would make it; to ſay, Holy Peter 
pray for Us, For how could he make the re- 
framing that Cuſtome, to be the reaſon of the 
Law, une did not ſuppoſe there was fach a 
cuſtome, and that a forcible one roo f Bur 
then again, who ſees nor, that for fear the 
Reader ſhould fee this, the Dr. moſt conve- 
niently leſt out of his ciation choſe words 
of Calvin, which were molt material to the 
preſent purpoſ [VN, that the Decree was 
made to forbid direct praying to Saims at the 
Altar, and the Reaſon in his Opimon why thoſe 
Fathers made that Decree, was to refrain t 
force of an evil cuſtome, which they could not 
totally Repreſs ? ] Fot lad theſe words been 
put down, ti taing had been too clear to be 
denied, viz. that Calvin acknowledged there 
was ſuch a cuſtome at that time : As in alike 
caſe, if the Elder ſhould make a Saia, 
that hercaftcr it ſha!l not be lawful tur Dr. 
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gt. to miſ report the words and ſenſe of their 
Patriarch Calvin; and I ſhould ſay, that in 
my Opinion, the Reaſon would be to refrain 
the force of an evil cuſſom, which they could 
not totally repreſs in him, of doing it in moſt 
of the Authors he cites ; I dare confidently 
aver, he would not ſtick to charge me, that 
I aidghe had ſach a cut om: which if be think 
good to do, the many inſtances I have brought 
of his — dealing in this kind, wil more 
than ſufhciently acquit me. 

2. What Bellarmin(de ſand heat. Ii. 1 C. 16.) 
anſwers to this Objection of Calvin, is, that 
Calvin corrupted the words and ſenſe of the 
Council, when he ſaid, that what it forbad,was 
to make direit Prayer er Invocation to Saints at 
the Altar becauſe the Council ſpeaks not at all 
of praying to Saints, but only ordains that the 
prayer of him that ſacrifices be directed to the 
Father, and not to the Sen. He ſays indeed, 
that Calvin by his Logick deduces that, becauſe 
prayer is to be diretted to the Father, thertore 
the Saints may not be Invocated : and then far- 
ther, that the Council decreed that that form of 
Invocation, Holy Peter pray for us, ſboul d not be 
#/cd.And this I can eaſily belicve was Calvim: 
v/timatc acſigu in corrupting the Canon of the 
Council, Bat where doth Bellarmin ſay, that 
there was ſuch cuſtome i 1 St. Auſt in's times 
or that Cavin (aid, there was no ſuch cuſtome 
at that tim ? Why then is it made 2 wonder, 
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that if I ſaw the words in Calpin or Bellarmin,1 
would produce them? The Reaſon was, to make 
the Reader believe, that himſelf could not poſ- 
ſibly be guilty at that very time of a cru, 
which he imputed to his Adverſary. But vo- 
ever con(iders the nature of the cauſe he hath 
undert ic, will ſee no cauſe to wonder at this 
proccvre, becauſe it is the natural effect of 
ſuch 1 ca»ſe, to put the maintainer upon the 
deſpe ate ſhuſt ot miſ te te ſenting the words 
and ſenſe of — Man wonders at 
a natural effect, eſpecially if it be Frequent, as 
this 0: the Doctor's is. 

$+ 7. But now the blaze is ſpent, and there 
only remains a little ſmoke, vizethat I may as 
well the next time bring St. Auſtin's Teſtimony 
for worſhipping of Martyrs Images, and Angels, 
becauſe he ſauth, he knew many who adoredSevul- 
chers and Pictures, and had tryed to go to Godby 
praying to Angels, What this L well relates 
to l canno: tell;but I am ſure he uſes the ſame 
Art here, in bringing theſe Teſtimonies againit 
us, which he did betore in alledging the cuffoms 
of thoſe who made themſclves drunk at the 
Sepulchers of the Martyrs.For cither S. Auſtis 
ſpeaks here of the Erreurs of ſuch as were 
protciled Hereticks y or,if any who profiled 
themſelves Catholicks fell into them, they were 
the Errors of particular Perſons, (though ma- 
ny,) and juſtly reproved by bim: Wherezs 
the C«ſlom of Ixvecating the Saints to pray for 
55 
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us, was the Univerſal pracbice of Chriftians 
at that time, not reproved, but ene d, pratti- 
ſed, and abetted by the moſt Religious Buſbops 
and Fathers of tie Primitive Church, and by 
St. Auſtin himſelf, as hath been ſhown : and 
by more, ot all after their time, as Mr. Thorn- 
dike confeſſes. Wherefore if the Doctor be 
ſtill reſolved to keep his ſanding againſt ſo 
great a ſtrength of Authority, and give 20 
more [atiefattory account hereafter, than he 
hath alrcady done, of charging the Roman 
Church with Idolatry : It is manifeſt, that 
his Foot ſticks fat (as the Pſalmift faith) 
in the deep Mirt, where no ground is or, to 
ſpeak in Mr. Thorndike's — in the 
depth of Schiſm From whence, that he 
may be drawn out before the Flood run over 
him, is the hearty wiſh of Him, who honours 
his Perſon and Parts,whilſt he detects his So- 
phiſtry, and refutes his Calummies, 


